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DEDICATION
“And when my time is up, have I done enough? Will they tell your story?” -Lin-Manuel Miranda
This lyric in Hamilton: An American Musical is my very favorite and has become my life’s
motto. It describes the concept of legacy, which is intrinsic to fraternity and sorority life. But the
first question is also one that is asked by those who are constantly striving to make things better.
This dissertation is dedicated to the many individuals who make a choice to get paid less while
working longer hours than others, who risk their personal liability so that college students can
have a meaningful experience, who advocate for something they are passionate about because
they know it can make a strong impact in someone’s life, who are resilient through many
professional barriers, who love their work so much they constantly make personal sacrifices so
the product is beneficial to its intended audience, and who constantly search for new, better, and
bigger ways of doing things while being provided limited resources. To (in my opinion) the
often-unacknowledged heroes of student affairs: the Fraternity/Sorority Advisor, know you are
valued, appreciated, and seen. It is an honor of a lifetime to tell your story.
And to those in the functional area who have persisted: thank you for hanging on. Fraternity
and sorority members around the nation will have a more meaningful experience because of you.
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ABSTRACT
A higher education administrator who provides oversight, education, and accountability
for fraternities and sororities is the fraternity/sorority advisor. Long-term retention in this role is
low, with the average amount of time spent in the position being 3.33 years (Koepsell &
Stillman, 2016). Limited research has been conducted to understand why. The purpose of the
study was to explore the factors (including characteristics and experiences) contributing to the
retention and attrition of campus-based student affairs professionals working in the
fraternity/sorority life functional area. This qualitative study included 23 participants who at the
time served in the role for longer than eight years full-time or had previously served in the role
for a minimum of two years full-time. Each participant took part in a semi-structured interview
and a follow-up interview, and submitted their resume as part of a document analysis. Interview
data were analyzed using open and axial coding, leading to the creation of themes. Content
analysis was used to analyze resumes. The results of the interviews revealed experiences leading
to attaining the role and identified factors that contribute to attrition and retention in the position
such as adjustments required, the impact of students, support needed from administration, and
the effect supervisors have on the person. The results of the document analysis revealed patterns
in experiences and components of the fraternity/sorority advisor job responsibilities that may
have affected participants’ retention such as advising assignments and involvement in conduct
processes. The study’s results led to recommendations focused on staffing practices, preparation
for the role, professional development needed, and necessary support provided by the
individual’s direct supervisor and institution’s higher level administrators.

viii

CHAPTER ONE:
INTRODUCTION
The chapter will provide a foundational overview of the study. Beginning with related
literature, the statement of the problem, purpose of the study, and theoretical framework will be
provided. I will also impart my perspective on the topic, and present an overview of the study’s
methods, associated research questions, and its limitations and delimitations. The chapter will
conclude with a list of terms related to the study.
Background of the Study
Fraternities and sororities have been a part of the fabric of college campuses since 1776 when
Phi Beta Kappa was founded (Owen, 1991). Since 1776, the scope and influence of fraternities
and sororities on college students has continuously evolved, starting as literary organizations
where students were able to freely debate curriculum and ideas to becoming a support system for
marginalized students to an outlet for social activity. However, as the focus of fraternities and
sororities has evolved and members have strayed from the original developmental and
constructive purpose of these organizations, critics have emerged. In 1996, Kuh, Pascarella, and
Wechsler published an article that questioned the relevancy of fraternity and sorority life on a
college campus. This article focused on how the alcohol culture of fraternities and sororities
created a dangerous environment of liability for college campuses nationwide (Kuh et al., 1996).
While proponents of fraternity and sorority life defended the experience by saying the article was
not an accurate depiction of every fraternity and sorority community, administrators around the
nation used it as an opportunity to scrutinize the role fraternities and sororities were playing on
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their campuses; this article spearheaded a long line of critical speculation about the relevance of
fraternities and sororities in higher education as the new century was about to commence (Biddix
et al., 2014).
An administrator on a college campus who helps bring relevance to fraternities and sororities
on a college campus by providing them with oversight, education, and accountability is the
fraternity/sorority advisor. The fraternity/sorority advisor is tasked with assuring fraternities and
sororities are following the institution’s expectations and policies, providing essential
programming for these groups, and helping them contribute positively to students’ development
and academic responsibilities (Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education
[CAS], 2015). A strong, experienced, and well-educated fraternity/sorority advisor ensures the
undergraduate fraternity/sorority experience is safe and positively contributes to student success,
therefore helping institutions meet their strategic goals. However, retention of professionals
within the fraternity/sorority functional area is a challenge. During the 2015 Association of
Fraternity/Sorority Advisors (AFA) Annual Meeting, then AFA Executive Director, Mark
Koepsell, shared the following points regarding its members: the most common age of
professionals was 27 (low when compared to peer associations focusing on areas like residence
life, student union operations, and student activities), 59 percent of members made between
30,000 and 49,000 dollars per year, and 62 percent of members were within one and two years of
starting in the fraternity/sorority functional area. The amount of campus-based professionals who
were members of the Association and in the profession for 10 or more years yielded only 54
individuals. Following this presentation, AFA published a summary paper detailing its members’
demographics which reported that 71 percent of members were campus-based professionals
(Koepsell & Stillman, 2016). This publication revealed the average age of campus-based
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professionals to be 32, 57 percent of those individuals had been in the field for fewer than five
years, and the average amount of time someone spent in a campus-based fraternity/sorority
advisor position was 3.33 years. HigherEdJobs.com reported results from the 2014-15
Administrators in Higher Education Salary Survey conducted by The College and University
Professional Association for Human Resources (CUPA-HR); this survey found that among
student affairs department directors, those overseeing fraternity and sorority life were the lowest
paid. The reported range was from 56,045 dollars (fraternity and sorority life) to 77,266 dollars
(student union). These data illustrate the youth, lack of financial resources, and deficiency in
experience found in fraternity and sorority life as a functional area. Data surrounding the
profession itself is extremely limited; in conducting research surrounding the functional area
itself, the North American Interfraternity Conference (2018) reports that approximately 800
college campuses host fraternities and sororities while the Association of Fraternity/Sorority
Advisors report approximately 730 individuals identify themselves as professional members
serving in this role (J. McGriff, personal communication, November 6, 2018). However, the total
number of individuals in the role and the average number of campus-based fraternity/sorority
advisors at each campus is unknown at this time.
The day-to-day work of the campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor includes a lot of
complexity and constant flexibility; the role itself is a very high pressure one that involves a
great deal of difficult work such as the reduction of risk (in particular associated with alcohol and
other drug use, hazing, and sexual assault), managing crisis (such as the death of a
fraternity/sorority member due to hazing), and assuring the institution the fraternity/sorority
community stays out of the news. Fraternity/sorority advisors are expected to serve as firstresponders in anything involving these organizations; they assist 18 to 22 year-olds (who are
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often not developmentally ready) safely and responsibly lead organizations that are similar in
structure to small businesses. The position requires that individuals within it constantly adjust
their focus from proactive activities (such as creating educational curriculum and reporting
assessment results) to reactive ones (answering emails or phone calls from disgruntled
community members due to a party gone wrong or working with a chapter to redirect negative
behavior). To be successful in the role, fraternity/sorority advisors must have a lot of knowledge
in many different areas including housing, conduct, risk management, leadership development,
and assessment (CAS, 2015), as all of these components can be part of any given
fraternity/sorority advisor position. As a result of having to deal with all of these pieces, in
addition to building relationships with alumni, community members, and having to assure the
university they work for stays out of the news, fraternity/sorority advisors often work a lot of
long hours (including evenings and weekends), have to constantly build skills and knowledge to
address concerns and issues found within the fraternity/sorority community, and have to manage
many different expectations and needs simultaneously. The role is different than others within
student affairs because it requires knowledge from many different functional areas as a result of
the multifaceted needs of the population it serves, has a lot of stakeholder involvement and
interest (particularly individuals who are not part of the institution’s community), and stresses
that change should happen quickly in environments that are steeped in tradition. Despite all of
these demands, the functional area appears to be under-resourced in human assets when
compared to other student affairs functional areas.
Recent news stories illustrate the risky situations fraternities and sororities find themselves in
and the difficulties associated with the campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor role in dealing
with these conditions. In 2016, six individuals were shot at a block party hosted by Jackson State
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University’s Omega Psi Phi chapter; the fraternity members hosting the event were sued by one
of the party’s guests who was injured. The prosecution in the Jackson State case alleged the
fraternity was negligent for not supplying adequate security at the event, providing alcohol to all
in attendance regardless of age, and for not having individuals serving as sober monitors that
could deescalate potential violent behavior (Gates, 2018). A coalition of university presidents
was formed seeking the reform of fraternities and sororities following the high profile deaths that
took place due to hazing conducted by fraternities at four institutions (Florida State, Louisiana
State, Penn State, and Texas State) during the 2017 year. The hazing that took place with these
four fraternities (Pi Kappa Phi, Phi Delta Theta, Beta Theta Pi, and Phi Kappa Psi respectively)
included the use of alcohol, calisthenics, and/or violence, which resulted in the death of at least
one new member in each fraternity (Brown, 2018). In January 2019, members of Delta Delta
Delta from the University of Oklahoma were dismissed from the sorority and the institution after
a video filmed by and featuring a White member in blackface saying racial slurs was posted on
social media (Chavez & Spells, 2019). News focused on the liabilities faced by
fraternity/sorority advisors (and those overseeing the area) have also surfaced. In February 2019,
administrators at Louisiana State University were placed on administrative leave while the
institution investigated allegations that two individuals working for the campus’ fraternity and
sorority life office (the Director and Assistant Director) and the Dean of Students (whom the
office reports to) were aware of hazing taking place in the Delta Kappa Epsilon fraternity and did
not act to stop it from taking place. The administrators were cleared from the accusations
following a review conducted by external evaluators (“LSU clears administrators,” 2019); this
situation, though, demonstrates the pressure that is faced by individuals in these roles when it
comes to choices made by members of fraternities and sororities on the campuses they work at.
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To change the transient nature of the functional area, the reasons campus-based
fraternity/sorority advisors leave the position should be explored and compared to why
individuals persist in the role. This comparison would enable institutions of higher education to
isolate factors that contribute to attrition and replicate those characteristics that influence
retention in the profession. Unfortunately, literature focused on the attrition and retention of
campus-based fraternity/ sorority advisors is limited, and as a result, contributing factors
associated with turnover in this role is unknown. However, campus-based fraternity/sorority
advisors are part of a larger profession: student affairs. The purpose of the student affairs
profession is to provide human resources for students on college campuses; student affairs
professionals create developmental opportunities for students that contribute to their retention
and graduation (Tull, 2011). Studies have found that retaining student affairs professionals has
been difficult over the course of time; while the published research is dated, studies in the 1980s
indicated that between 32 percent (Wood et al., 1985) and 61 percent (Holmes et al., 1983) of
student affairs professionals left the field within five years of joining the profession. Contributing
factors associated with the attrition of student affairs professionals included salary inequity
(Tyrell & Fey, 2011), burnout due to crisis response (Lake &Tribbensee, 2002), long hours and
feeling like one has to constantly be available to students (Rosser & Javinar, 2003), unhappiness
with work-life balance (Wilk, 2016), and lack of effective supervision (Frank, 2013). Research
about retention in student affairs found that factors contributing to satisfaction in these settings
included having professional development opportunities available (Tyrell, 2014), the
implementation of synergistic supervision (Shupp & Arminio, 2012), engagement of employees
at all levels in departmental decisions (Belch et al., 2009), involvement in professional
associations (McNair et al., 2013), comprehensive benefits packages and family leave policies
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(Association for the Study of Higher Education [ASHE] Higher Education Report, 2009), and
the opportunity for advanced degrees (Anderson et al., 2000).
Statement of Problem
The turnover of campus-based Fraternity/Sorority Advisors is high, but limited research has
been conducted to understand why. These studies have also included small sample sizes of
individuals who focus on the fraternity/sorority functional area (most studies have included
individuals from different functional areas including those in fraternity/sorority life).
Additionally, little attention has been placed on the factors contributing to the long-term
retention of fraternity/sorority advisors.
With fraternity/sorority life being a high-risk area for higher education institutions due to risk
management concerns and the high profile nature of these groups, it is crucial to understand how
to retain individuals in the fraternity/sorority advisor role. Fraternity/sorority advisors serve as
the institution’s liaison to each fraternity/sorority, assist in aligning their members’ actions with
the institution’s goals, and provide important education and advising to these organizations. The
turnover in the role could be a contributing factor to the risk associated with these organizations
as turnover limits institutional knowledge, causes disruption in operations, and makes it difficult
to establish trust with students and alumni. A consistent, trained, and long-term person in the role
can assure that fraternities/sororities are upholding institutional expectations, avoids the recreation of systems, and allows for strategic direction of the entire fraternity/sorority community.
Understanding the stated problem further could save institutions money in search processes,
training, and development, while helping to find solutions to avoid potential burnout created by
these positions. Additionally, identifying the causes for attrition and the reasons for retaining
individuals in these roles could assist in creating job descriptions and compensation packages
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that aid in maintaining talent long-term and in assessing organizational charts to determine the
best placement and support for those in this functional area.
Purpose and Significance of the Study
The purpose of the study was to explore the factors (including characteristics and
experiences) contributing to the retention and attrition of campus-based student affairs
professionals working in the fraternity and sorority life functional area. The study intended to
increase the knowledge for how to retain and avoid the turnover of these professionals. The
profession’s high turnover affects the advancement of fraternity/sorority communities on college
campuses; understanding how to increase the retention of individuals working in this functional
area may be crucial to reducing risk and increasing the success of these students. To understand
the needs of the profession, recognizing the factors associated with why individuals join the
profession is crucial. For those who stay in campus-based Fraternity/sorority advisor roles longer
than the time published by the Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors, the factors
contributing to long-term retention are unknown; understanding these factors could yield the
answer to preserving individuals in the role. Additionally, comprehending how institutional
factors affect the turnover of individuals in this area and related practices institutions need to
implement may decrease the ongoing turnover in the functional area. Those in the profession
should also understand where individuals who leave campus-based fraternity/sorority advising
roles are working next and what parts of the new roles attracted them away from
fraternity/sorority advisor positions.
The desired goals of the study included influencing the hiring and training practices for
campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors, determining strategies to assist in the retention of
individuals in these roles, finding ways to decrease turnover in this functional area, and
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increasing the efficiency and quality of services delivered by these professionals and the
associated units they work for.
Theoretical Framework
The Theory of Work Adjustment was chosen as the theoretical framework of the study. The
Theory of Work Adjustment focuses on the interaction between individuals and their work
environment (Dawis, 2005). The theory aims to predict tenure (or retention) by achieving and
maintaining fit between individuals and the work environment. The theory is relevant to the
study as the literature has demonstrated fit may be an issue in maintaining individuals in student
affairs roles and one of the study’s goals is to increase tenure in fraternity/sorority advisor roles.
The theory also approaches the relationship between an individual and the work environment as
a dynamic one, in which satisfaction is achieved through adjustment. Figure 1 demonstrates the
relationship.

Figure 1. How tenure is achieved according to the Theory of Work Adjustment
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When the individual is satisfied and the work environment is satisfactory, correspondence is
achieved; correspondence results in stability and tenure. When an individual becomes
dissatisfied with the environment, that person can choose to modify the self (through retraining)
or the environment (by leaving). This theory aligned with this study because it aims to increase
understanding in environments where adaptability and constant adjustment is needed. A
limitation exists with this theory as it focuses on the factors within the work environment only,
negating how personal factors may affect the individual.
Researcher’s Perspective
As the study’s researcher, I am particularly interested in this subject for many reasons. First, I
have served as a campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor in a full-time capacity for over 10
years. Throughout this time, I have witnessed the positive impact fraternity/sorority advisors
have on advancing fraternity and sorority communities as well as their contribution to the
retention, graduation, and career readiness of undergraduate members. I am also passionate about
working with fraternities and sororities and heavily involved in different opportunities that
advocate for the profession and the fraternity/sorority experience; I want to make sure I continue
to contribute to the functional area positively and aid in the longevity of fraternities and
sororities. Last, due to some personal and professional factors, I have questioned whether I want
to remain in the functional area myself for the long-term and consequently want to promote
solutions that increase the retention of professionals in the functional area. As a result of having
insider knowledge of the role, I understood the potential of researcher bias (Brinkmann & Kvale,
2015) and in order to limit this, I created a reflexivity statement (Lapan et al., 2012) and engaged
in bracketing (Creswell & Poth, 2018).
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Overview of Methods
A qualitative research design was implemented for this study. Qualitative research method
was chosen in order to deeply explore the experiences and perspectives of individuals who have
served as campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Qualitative
research uncovers details regarding specific situations and assists in exploring the why behind
attitudes and values (Grbich, 2013), which are all focuses of the study. Semi-structured
interviews with an interview guide served as the data collection method (Creswell & Poth, 2018).
Additionally, in order for me to understand details associated with the individual’s educational
background, career path, and job responsibilities, participants were asked to submit a resume
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Two groups were studied: those retained (made up of individuals
who served as full-time, campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors for at least eight consecutive
years or more) and those who have permanently left the fraternity/sorority advisor role after
serving at least two consecutive years as full-time, campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors (for
the purposes of this study, leaving included but was not limited to staying within student affairs
and higher education but no longer serving in a fraternity/sorority advisor role). Interviews were
conducted using videoconferencing software; this method allowed me to see facial expressions
and establish better rapport with participants (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Interviews lasted
between 60 and 90 minutes with each participant; a follow up interview took place within two
weeks of the initial interview to collect additional information, clarify experiences, and conduct
member checks (Rubin & Rubin, 2012).
The research design had some limitations and delimitations. The limitations associated with
the study included the method selected, the length of time associated with data collection, and
the number of participants. While questions are preselected in semi-structured interviews, the
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challenge in data collection with this method involves the dependence on quickly building trust
between the researcher and the participants in order to get substantial information. The document
analysis portion was challenging because the purpose of a resume is to provide a snapshot of
skills, abilities, and accomplishments; since they are not written with research studies in mind, it
was difficult to extract the desired information for the study from them (Marshall & Rossman,
2016). The number of participants was smaller due to the study’s qualitative design and
generalizability is questioned in those instances. However, in qualitative research studies, what is
considered is whether the experiences are transferable to other situations (Brinkmann & Kvale,
2015). The delimitations associated with this study included conducting interviews over videoconference (there were interruptions due to poor quality of technology or by others in the
participants’ location), getting recruited participants to answer emails and attend their scheduled
interview times, and having a sample whose diversity was limited (the majority of participants
identified as White and/or as women).
Research Questions
The research questions guiding the study are:
•

Research Question One: Why do individuals become fraternity/sorority advisors?

•

Research Question Two: What are the characteristics and experiences of individuals
who have persisted long-term in the functional area?

•

Research Question Three: What are the characteristics and experiences of individuals
who have not persisted long-term in the functional area?

•

Research Question Four: What are the factors that differ between those who persist as
fraternity/sorority advisors and those who do not?
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Definition of Terms
The following list provides necessary context and definitions for several terms found
throughout the study:
Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors (AFA): founded in 1976, AFA serves as the premier
association for fraternity/sorority advisors by providing opportunities for professional
development and advocacy for the profession.
Attrition: the action of permanently leaving a campus-based fraternity/sorority advising role.
Campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor (FSA): an administrator on a college campus whose
responsibilities for more than 50 percent of their time include management, education, and
advising of fraternities and sororities.
Fraternity: an organization of men or one that is co-ed often tied to a(n) (inter)national
organization who identify themselves by (mostly) Greek letters, utilize Rituals to initiate
members, and uphold a set of values
Fraternity/sorority house: a dwelling in which respective fraternity and sorority members live
and work together. These residences may also serve to host social gatherings, meetings, and
functions that benefit the fraternal organization.
Fraternity and sorority community: the collective group of fraternities and sororities found at a
particular higher education institution.
Fraternity and sorority life: a functional area in student affairs that focuses on the management,
education, and advisement of fraternities and sororities on a college campus.
Long-term/seasoned professional: an individual who has been in the campus-based
fraternity/sorority advisor role for at least seven consecutive years.
Retention: the act of maintaining a position as a campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor.
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Risk management: an approach to identifying, assessing, and controlling threats to a fraternity or
sorority; in fraternities and sororities, this is primarily focused on alcohol, hazing, and sexual
assault.
Risk reduction: a practice focused on minimizing the frequency or severity of losses; in
fraternities and sororities, this is primarily focused on alcohol, hazing, and sexual assault.
Ritual: a ceremony exclusive to members of fraternities and sororities that symbolizes the
transition from new member to full member and reveals the organization’s secrets and values.
Sorority: an organization of women often tied to a(n) (inter)national organization who identify
themselves by (mostly) Greek letters, utilize Rituals to initiate members, and uphold a set of
values (also known as a women’s fraternity).
They/their/them: in an effort to use inclusive language throughout this study, the pronouns “they,
their, them” will be used in place of binary pronouns unless participants identified their desired
pronouns.
Organization of the Dissertation
The dissertation is organized into five chapters. Chapter One introduces the study, research
questions, and its significance. Chapter Two provides the history of fraternities and sororities,
along with history of the student affairs profession and fraternity/sorority advisor role, and
relevant literature associated with the stated problem. Chapter Three describes the research
method approved for the study. Chapter Four provides an overview of the results of the study.
Chapter Five summarizes and interprets the results, and provides recommendations for practice
and future research studies.
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CHAPTER TWO:
LITERATURE REVIEW
The research and literature surrounding the attrition and retention of campus-based student
affairs professionals working in the fraternity and sorority life functional area is limited. As
student affairs has expanded as a profession, research about the broad profession and its
employees has become more readily available. The experiences of those working within
fraternity and sorority life is represented within some student affairs employee research
(Buchanan & Shupp, 2016; Frank, 2013; Rosser & Javinar, 2003). Retaining individuals in the
field of student affairs has been difficult over the course of time; while the published research is
dated, studies in the 1980s indicated that between 32 percent (Wood, et al., 1985) and 61 percent
(Holmes, et al., 1983) of student affairs professionals left the field within five years of joining
the profession. These figures have resulted in a critical examination of the student affairs
profession in order to determine how to retain individuals.
This chapter reviews literature pertinent to professional roles in student affairs, fraternity and
sorority life, and retention and attrition of employees. The chapter begins with an overview of
the history of higher education and student affairs as a profession to provide context to the role
of a campus based fraternity/sorority advisor; the history of fraternity/sorority life will also be
presented. The history sections of this literature review are essential to this study as they
demonstrate the extent of the complexity surrounding fraternities and sororities and the
fraternity/sorority advisor role. The history paints a picture of why the fraternity/sorority advisor
is essential to the success of fraternities and sororities while illustrating the depth and breadth
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associated with oversight of these organizations. The history also provides an overview of the
positive impact fraternity/sorority life has had on college campuses but also sheds light to the
negative image fraternity/sorority life has gained over the years. An explanation of student
affairs work, its structure, and impact on students will also be shared followed by an overview of
fraternity and sorority life and its impact. The information surrounding student affairs work
provides context for the pressures faced by all student affairs professionals, including those
within fraternity/sorority life, which adds complexity to the role as fraternities and sororities are
not the only portions of the role fraternity/sorority advisors need to focus on. Fraternity/sorority
advisors must also focus on the general scope of student affairs and higher education, keep
abreast of trends, and continue to find ways to make the fraternity/sorority experience relevant to
the institution and its needs. The next section explains the role of the campus based
fraternity/sorority advisor, including the nature of the work and what is known about the
profession. Relevant literature related to the attrition and retention of employees, particularly
those in higher education, will be discussed afterward. The final section will examine the theory
that has informed the framework of this study.
The History of Higher Education
Higher education has been an integral part of the United States fabric since 1636 after the
Great and General Court of the Massachusetts Bay Colony voted for Harvard College (now
University) to be founded; it become the first higher education institution in the nation (Thelin,
2011; “About Harvard,” n.d.). When colleges were initially created in the United States, their
intended purpose was to train ministers and foster religion (Thelin, 2011). The original colony
inhabitants believed higher education would also demonstrate their ability to develop a civilized
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society, dedication to responsible leadership, and progress toward building a strong church and
state (Thelin & Gasman, 2011).
Originally, the colony’s citizens adopted the educational system of Oxford-Cambridge, which
fused living and learning with its pedagogical focus on character building instead of knowledge
creation (Thelin & Gasman, 2011). However, during the late 1800s, the focus of universities
changed to a hybrid of institutions focused on a comprehensive curriculum for undergraduate
students and applied research that yielded doctoral degrees. As K-12 schools became mainstream
in the United States, a need to train educators emerged, which increase the demand for higher
education institutions, resulting in continuous expansion (Hirt, 2006). In the early 1900s, public
higher education continued to spread due to greater access to federal money, implementation of
spectator sports, and a combination of applied research with a comprehensive curriculum (Thelin
& Gasman, 2011). Unfortunately, the growth of the United States higher education system was
met with a pause when enrollment decreased due to the Great Depression and corresponding
pervasive unemployment that followed that era; this decreased continued through World War II.
Following World War II, the GI Bill (which provided federally sponsored scholarships to
veterans) was established, resulting in an unprecedented enrollment boom that created stress on
the structure of universities. In response to this increased interest, lobbying for the expansion of
access to higher education began, and services for students within institutions started to evolve
(Thelin & Gasman, 2011).
The Emergence and Evolution of Student Affairs
The role of the student affairs professional emerged from a need to manage students outside
of the classroom (Dungy & Gordon, 2011). When institutions of higher education were first
established in the United States, the institution’s president served in every role, ranging from
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instructor to disciplinarian to leader (Hirt, 2006). As student enrollment expanded and the focus
of higher education evolved, faculty and tutors were added to the mix and together with
institution presidents, they were responsible for managing both the curricular and co-curricular
lives of students (Dungy & Gordon, 2011). As a result, heavy regulations were imparted on
students that included very structured daily schedules. Extracurricular activities in the form of
literary groups were initiated by students in higher education who had issues with the structure of
this classical curriculum (Hirt, 2006) and students began to use graduations as forums to voice
dissent while the Revolutionary War took place (Dungy & Gordon, 2011). These actions, seen as
forms of rebellion, resulted in conflict between students and the administration. As reform began
in higher education following the Revolutionary War, presidents and faculty reconsidered the
role of the overall student experience but no significant changes took place to appoint
administrators who focused just on the co-curricular experience through the early 1800s (Dungy
& Gordon, 2011).
Following the Civil War, the roles of faculty and presidents began to change. Faculty started
focusing more on research activities and presidents turned their attention to the organizational
and strategic direction of the institution (Hirt, 2006). These new responsibilities made it difficult
to manage the student experience, resulting in the realization that employees focusing on student
wellbeing, housing, and co-curricular activities were needed on college campuses (Dungy &
Gordon, 2011). As the responsibilities of faculty and university presidents were expanding,
women also became admitted to higher education institutions, resulting in the continuous growth
of student bodies (Hirt, 2006). The impending solution to the evolution of administrator roles and
the growth of the student body was to appoint personnel at universities focused on monitoring
student activity outside of the classroom. Between the two World Wars, the role of student
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affairs professionals emphasized the enforcement of institutional regulations; an increased
responsibility over conduct became the focus and minimal emphasis was put on the retention or
counseling of students, leading to high student attrition rates during that time (Thelin, 2011). In
an effort to increase retention, deans focusing on student services were appointed and as more of
these roles were created, their focus evolved into managing student services and helping students
develop (Dungy & Gordon, 2011).
In 1937, the American Council of Education published Student Personnel Point of View
which provided a summary of student personnel work and gave an overview of future
developments to consider in the field (Dungy & Gordon, 2011). The Committee on Student
Personnel Work, which outlined specific practices that led to maximizing higher education goals,
was established in response to this publication and with it began modifications to the purpose of
student affairs. The largest shift in student affairs work came following World War II, when
students were seeking more individualized programs and development as a result of the unrest
taking place on campuses (Hirt, 2006). In 1949, the Student Personnel Point of View advocated
for attention to the development of the whole student and a call to broaden educational goals that
yielded democracy and solved social problems was established (Dungy & Gordon, 2011).
The GI Bill made higher education a mass activity for those within the United States and as a
result of the enrollment boom that came with it, a need for hiring student affairs professionals
became more evident (Hirt, 2006). Over the years, the student affairs profession evolved from
having individuals acting in place of parents (in loco parentis) to ensure rules were followed to
student service providers to today’s focus on being student development specialists (Dungy &
Gordon, 2011). Dalton and Crosby (2011) outline four paradigms the student affairs profession
has faced since its inception:
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•

The student services paradigm focused on providing assistance to students to meet their
extracurricular needs and interests;

•

The student development paradigm provided intellectual reasoning behind the work and
helped to construct the expertise of the profession;

•

The student learning paradigm shifted student affairs to be learning focused (it is
important to note this paradigm was met with opposition in higher education from those
who believe student affairs practitioners are not positioned to be educational leaders
within an institution; this has been a continuous debate in higher education);

•

The student success paradigm (the most recent one) concentrates on the retention and
graduation of students along with providing individualized services and programs.

Today, the purpose of student affairs is believed to be about imparting “services and programs
that enhance the intellectual and ethical development of college students” (Dalton & Crosby,
2011, p. 6). The field has expanded and those in student affairs positions have more than likely
attended and graduated from a formal, discipline-specific master-level degree program with
curriculum infused in the following areas: psychology, sociology, education, organizational
development, and personnel management (Dungy & Gordon, 2011). According to Porterfield
and Whitt (2016), those in student affairs positions facilitate student learning and development
through a multitude of ways. Student affairs professionals align their work with the institution’s
mission and goals, facilitate partnerships that enhance learning and living environments,
advocate for the needs of students, conduct research about the student experience, associate
program design with learning outcomes, promote inclusion, and increase access that yields
student success. To continuously develop student affairs professionals and to set standards and
ethical guidelines guiding the work done on campuses, several professional associations exist
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today, including some focused on particular functional areas (Dungy & Gordon, 2011). More
than 35 functional areas make up student affairs work, among them fraternity and sorority life.
The Student Affairs Profession Today
According to the United States Department of Education (2018), a total of 4,627 degreegranting colleges and universities with 20.4 million undergraduate students were found in the
United States during the 2014-2015 academic year. These statistics demonstrate the value placed
upon higher education in this country. Higher education is considered to currently be in a crisis,
although the demand for attending college is high. This crisis stems from the rising costs of
education coupled with a decline in funding and the general public’s uncertainty toward the
relevance of higher education’s return on investment (Porterfield & Whitt, 2016). As a result,
higher education functions must be intentional in what they offer and provide options that add
value to the student experience. Today, value in higher education is evaluated by the number of
students who are served and the different segments of the student body the service touches;
organizational structures and process recommendations are determined by assessing these areas
and the choice to reduce the number of specialty roles within student affairs structures is
sometimes made consequently (Porterfield & Whitt, 2016).
Despite the threat of reduction facing student affairs roles, programs falling under the
oversight of student affairs professionals have been found to have a positive impact on student
learning, growth, and development (Martin & McGee, 2014). Martin and Seifert (2011) found
that having heightened interaction with student affairs professionals resulted in students having
more academic motivation, more curiosity, and a positive attitude toward literacy – these results
persisted through the fourth year of college. The same study also found that student affairs
professionals positively impact the leadership development of students. Although the relevance
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of student affairs is often questioned in higher education, student affairs professionals continue to
keep students as their key focus while assisting institutions in meeting their student success
focused goals by “…constructing broader learning agendas and partnerships that stretch the
traditional boundaries of student affairs...” (Porterfield & Whitt, 2016, p. 15).
A lot of responsibility is placed on student affairs professionals when it comes to the care of
students; they are often seen as the “chief caretakers of the whole student” (Kinzie, 2015, p. 27).
As a result, they must delicately balance learning about the ever-growing needs of the student
body while incorporating that knowledge into their everyday practice. It is important for student
affairs professionals to understand and stay up-to-date on trends affecting undergraduate student
populations such as: demographics, sociohistorical context, generational perspective, student
attitudes and values, student experiences and needs, and student development. In some respect,
an expectation of the student affairs profession is to continuously learn and quickly implement
said knowledge into the work they do.
Student affairs professionals are facing trends that significantly impact how they approach
their work. The first concern surrounds the cost of higher education; fewer financial resources
have been invested into higher education by the government causing the cost to rise for students
(Hamrick & Klein, 2015). Accessibility to college has declined in the process as students have
had to shift how they pay for college from relying on grants (which have declined in availability)
to taking out loans; more college students are also working part-time to defer costs which has
affected on-campus engagement. The second trend is the increase in first-generation college
students and students from underrepresented backgrounds coming to higher education; it is
student affairs professionals whom institutions rely on to monitor and help in closing the
achievement gaps for those students (Kinzie, 2015; Hamrick and Klein, 2015). A third trend
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involves attending to the needs of an ever-growing diversity in student bodies; student affairs
professionals are facing increased pressure to specialize services to different segments of student
populations while assuring that each practice emphasizes student learning (Kinzie, 2015). The
next trend revolves around mental health; students are coming to college today seeking more
counseling services due to psychological and emotional needs than ever before. As a result,
student affairs professionals need to assist students in determining their mental health needs and
following through on seeking professional assistance. Another trend to consider is the
consciousness of students as it relates to society and the environment; students today are more
involved in sustainability and global engagement, and have been more actively involved in social
media advocating for social movements (Hamrick and Klein, 2015). As students become more
socially aware and active, student affairs professionals must evolve in this knowledge as well.
Additional trends associated with today’s college students that student affairs professionals
should understand and learn how to navigate include: helicopter parents, integrating student
involvement with experiences that lead to career readiness, and finding ways to balance
satisfying the interest of students as different experiences are designed with the need to assist
them in acquiring skills that lead to degree attainment (Kinzie, 2015). Adapting and responding
to trends affecting students is an important and necessary function of being a student affairs
professional but many are unaware of how deeply important it is to be an effective practitioner.
Factors Influencing the Start of a Student Affairs Career
Those who enter the field of student affairs are often unaware of its true purpose as it is one
that most people find by happenstance. Taub and McEwen (2006) studied why people entered
the field and found that individuals became aware of the student affairs profession during their
junior year of college or later. Most became cognizant of the profession after discussing it with
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other student affairs professionals, by working in a student affairs department, holding a
leadership position during their undergraduate career, being involved in student activities, or
working as a peer helper. Those who entered the field were also most likely to be influenced or
encouraged by an employer or a student organization advisor. The reasons people were attracted
to entering the field included wanting to do personally fulfilling work, providing programs and
services to others, nurturing the development of students, wanting to continuously learn in an
educational environment, enjoying variety in daily work, and being challenged by the type of
work student affairs professionals do. Understanding when professionals learn about the field
and what attracts them to it provides an opportunity for the profession to determine human
resource practices that could result in the retention of professionals. This knowledge also informs
graduate preparation programs on the topics they must cover in order to yield professionals who
are truly prepared for the daily challenges the work offers.
Once individuals decide to enter the field of student affairs, one of the most successful ways
of landing a position involves attaining a student affairs focused degree. According to NASPA’s
(or Student Affairs Administrators in Higher Education, a higher education association dedicated
to professional development for student affairs professionals) student affairs graduate program
directory, almost 250 programs focused on training future student affairs professionals exist
today. To fully understand how student affairs professionals are being prepared for the type of
work they face daily, conducting an examination of curriculum content is essential as these
topics affect how they choose to approach their roles. Herdlein, Riefler, and Mrowka (2013)
conducted a literature review of 22 research articles since 1995 focusing on the characteristics of
student affairs graduate programs. Those characteristics broke down into three overarching
topics: the knowledge attained, the skills taught, and the traits needed for student affairs practice.
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When it came to the knowledge attained, the researchers established the topics most often found
in these programs included multicultural/diversity issues, student development theory, legal
concerns in higher education, research and assessment, budget and finance, and ethics. The skills
most likely acquired from programs included research, assessment, and evaluation,
communication, administration and management, supervision, leadership, and writing
effectiveness. As a result of the knowledge and skills acquired through the programs, student
affairs professionals were most likely to exhibit the following traits as part of their practice: selfawareness, values clarification, flexibility, having a positive attitude, and ability to engage in
critical reflection. When examining what is learned in graduate programs versus what student
affairs professionals are expected to do in their roles, one must keep in mind the depth topics are
being explored in and the lens from which they are being taught. The results of this study raise a
question of whether graduate preparation programs are truly preparing future professionals for
current realities and expectations placed upon today’s higher education sector.
Another aspect to consider about student affairs preparations programs is whether what is
being taught in them reflects the actual work carried out. Lee and Helm (2013) conducted a
phenomenological study with student affairs professionals comparing what they were taught
about the work of student affairs professionals and what was actually practiced; they found a lot
of dissonance existed between the two. The first conflict presented involved ideological tensions.
There was a disconnect between what was learned as students and what is taking place as
employees; student development theories are not used as readily as professionals are taught to,
time with students is not valued as much as production and time management, and there was a
feeling the university’s economic interests are ahead of students’ interest. Additionally, student
affairs professionals felt there was a focus on being entrepreneurs as pressure increased to gain

25

donors and create services that charge in order to fundraise on behalf of the institution. While
some of the participants indicated liking the entrepreneurial aspect of the role, the reasons why
they enjoyed it was because those units producing the most revenue were most highly rewarded
and granted positive attention from higher level administration. The participants mentioned one
of the most difficult aspects of their role was having to decide which programs to do and what
positions to have based on fiscal results instead of student outcomes. Last, the participants
described feeling pressure to accomplish improbable expectations for the role; to solve this, they
requested additional staff but the solution from higher level administration came in the form of
hiring graduate or undergraduate students, not professional staff. In fact, participants mentioned
that in order to sustain vital program operations, the employment of students was essential and an
inexpensive solution. This practice creates tension for student affairs because they are expected
to create programs that meet institutional expectations and learning outcomes but the support
offered comes without the proper educational background to implement these goals. While some
professionals felt it was important to challenge these practices, there was a fear of losing their
job if too much dissent was expressed. Lee and Helm concluded that “…the altruistic nature of
student affairs, combined with volunteerism as a perceived opportunity for professional
development, makes early-career professionals particularly vulnerable to high work demands for
little or no pay” and resulted in them considering being overworked and underpaid a sign of
displaying commitment to students.
The Pressures Faced by Student Affairs Professionals
There is complexity associated with defining the current mission for student affairs
departments as a result of the diversity in functional areas that encompass its umbrella (Dalton &
Crosby, 2011). Because of its high impact on students, while reductions have been found in some
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areas of student affairs, others are seeing new programs and services emerge; services to students
are also renamed, reframed, and reorganized in an effort to keep student affairs evolving with
higher education. As a result, the field is constantly changing, leading to defined essential work
roles that are common among all student affairs practitioners; this also leads to a lack of
consensus on the understanding and proficiency required for successful practice. With the field
continuously evolving and increasing competing priorities facing professionals, student affairs
job descriptions are continuously changing with the field; this phenomenon may create confusion
and a lack of understanding surrounding what student affairs work should be focused on.
As the landscape of higher education changes, student affairs professionals are being
challenged to assure their work includes student learning, assessment, and global engagement.
Student affairs professionals are expected to help students transition the skills they learn in their
programs into the workplace (Hamrick & Klein, 2015). In order to demonstrate added value to
higher education, student affairs departments are being encouraged to implement high-impact
practices into their programs. High-impact practices help students attain higher grades while
increasing how individuals retain, integrate, and transfer information (Kuh, 2008). High-impact
practices include first-year seminars and experiences, common intellectual practices, learning
communities (where students integrate what is learned in the classroom into discussions and
activities outside of the classroom such as a common reading experience), service learning,
diversity and global learning (where students explore different cultures, life experiences, and
perspectives that differ from their own), and capstone courses and projects. High-impact
practices help students deepen their commitment to subject matter, create greater opportunities
for interaction with faculty and peers, experience diverse perspectives from their own, learn in
different settings, and build awareness of their values and beliefs.
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Besides having to change practices used in everyday work, student affairs professionals are
being asked to consider how they provide evidence for what is learned after implementing
practices. Additional shifts in student affairs work include the pressure to move from
“reputation-based to performance-based indicators” (Hamrick & Klein, 2015, p. 21) and an
expectation that assessment practices address “academic achievement, intellectual and
psychological development, and individual and community responsibility” (Hamrick & Klein,
2015, p. 22). Tyrell and Fey (2011) asserted that to remain a dynamic and sustainable aspect of
higher education, student affairs professionals have to “develop and administer student learning
outcomes assessment programs without further delay. Our role as the principle advocates for the
students and their learning depends on it” (p. 25). Managing this added pressure to demonstrate
impact contributes to the stress felt by student affairs professionals, which may have an effect on
why attrition happens within the field.
The type of institution at which one works comes with particular pressures and has an effect
on how student affairs professionals approach their work. Hirt (2006) conducted a study focused
on how student affairs work may be affected based on the type of institution at which they
worked. In liberal arts colleges, student affairs professionals are able to individualize practices
more due to the smaller number of students attending these institutions. Administrators are more
likely to work closely with one another and collaboration is viewed as a necessary way to expand
resources at liberal arts colleges as well. At comprehensive colleges and universities, student
affairs professionals are more likely to serve in generalist roles because they may work in
multiple functional areas. As a result, those in comprehensive colleges and universities have to
balance working individually and in group settings; it is also likely that student affairs
professionals at these institutions have teaching responsibilities along with their day-to-day
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work. They also have to navigate environments that are constantly changing and bureaucracy
reigns, which adds to the complexity of their positions and additional need for professional
development. At research universities, student affairs work is characterized by depth in a
functional area. While collaboration is common within the unit, it is not widespread across the
university due to the size of the institution. Research universities are also highly political,
bureaucratic environments where major change is hard to achieve due to a lot of tradition. It is
common for those who work in research universities to feel a sense of work-life imbalance due
to high expectations of productivity. Student affairs professionals at each of these institution
types face different pressures as they carry out their roles. However, the complexities of their
responsibilities, such as those faced by fraternity/sorority campus-based advisors, may increase
the pressure felt in these roles. The next two sections will provide a summary of the fraternal
experience along with an overview of this very specialized role.
The History of Fraternities and Sororities in Higher Education
Since the early history of higher education in the United States, students greatly influenced
their extracurricular experience by creating small, self-selected groups who would discuss the
concepts learned through classroom lectures once classes were dismissed (Dungy & Gordon,
2011); these groups were called literary societies. These literary societies served as the
inspiration for today’s collegiate fraternal organizations as they provided perspective that more
existed on a college campus than the classroom experience. Phi Beta Kappa served as the first
literary society with Greek letters. Founded on December 5, 1776 at the College of William and
Mary, Phi Beta Kappa’s purpose was to bring students together for social and literary activities.
Phi Beta Kappa provided students an opportunity to discuss and debate the course material as
classes were heavily lecture and memorization based; students at that time wanted an opportunity
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to help each other grow their knowledge and critical thinking skills (Binder, 2003). Phi Beta
Kappa also imparted a framework for today’s modern day fraternity by introducing a ritual, oaths
of fidelity, a grip, a motto, a badge, high ideals, and a foundation in friendship and connection to
others (Owen, 1991). Despite university presidents’ prohibition of these organizations, as they
feared departure from the curriculum and an inability to control these groups (Dungy & Gordon,
2011), expansion of the society to other campuses began with branches established at Yale and
Harvard in 1779 (Owen, 1991). However, once the Revolutionary War ramped up, the society’s
operations seized until the war’s end. Once it reestablished operations, Phi Beta Kappa expanded
slowly and within 50 years of establishment, its purpose changed to being a scholarship honor
society, partly as a result of its secrets being exposed (Owen, 1991).
In 1825, the Kappa Alpha Society was formed at Union College with similar traits to Phi Beta
Kappa (Greek letters, badge for members, a systematic naming of chapters, and it was
underground) (Owen, 1991); its focus was the social advancement of members through debate
and discussion (Binder, 2003). While it was secret in nature, it was very popular among students
and by 1827, Sigma Phi and Delta Phi formed on the same campus (Owen, 1991). The three
organizations were called the “Union Triad” and are the precursor for today’s fraternity
community. Expansion began widely soon beyond the northeast and new organizations were
established in new areas such as the Midwest (Beta Theta Pi in 1839) and the South. Although
the expansion of fraternal organizations was halted by the Civil War, fraternal growth continued
following the war, particularly in the South. As more fraternities were created, their scope also
began to evolve; many fraternities that were originally founded for a specific group of students
(for example, Delta Chi was originally for students who focused on legal studies rather than
social purposes) began to change their scope to be focused on social development.
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As women started attending higher education institutions, the need to establish a center of
support for the small number of women on campuses became very important to these students
(Turk, 2004). As they witnessed their men counterparts establish fraternities, the concept of a
place where women could congregate to learn, have a support system, and serve became a
priority. When women’s fraternities were founded, their focus was growth and development,
support for one another at a time when women were the minority in classrooms, and academic
assistance (Binder, 2003). Although they were founded as literary societies, their purpose
evolved to include philanthropy and service. Alpha Delta Pi (founded as the Adelphean Society)
became the first secret society for women in 1851 at Wesleyan College in Macon, Georgia,
followed very closely by Phi Mu in 1852 at the same institution (Turk, 2004). For the next 50
years, more women’s fraternities were established; some important firsts included Pi Beta Phi
(1867), established as the first women’s collegiate organization recognized as a national college
fraternity, and Kappa Alpha Theta (1870), the first Greek-letter society for women (Owen,
1991). The term sorority was coined in 1874 by the founders of Gamma Phi Beta after their
faculty advisor suggested they begin using the Latin word for sister to refer to one another; prior
to that, sororities were referred to as women’s fraternities (Turk, 2004). In the early nineteenth
century, sororities helped women achieve some parity within coed campuses in attaining
leadership positions (Thelin, 2011). They helped women become better integrated into college
campuses and provided a support system that helped them thrive.
As Black students were admitted into institutions of higher education, they also sought out a
peer support system. Records show the very first collegiate fraternal organization formed by
Black students was created in 1903: Alpha Kappa Nu at Indiana University (Kimbrough, 2003b).
Unfortunately, the organization did not last longer than 14 months – the reason is unknown, but

31

it is believed its Founders were lynched. Soon, Alpha Phi Alpha (the fraternity charged with
leading the movement that started Black undergraduate fraternal organizations) was founded on
December 4, 1906 at Cornell University as a literary society. Between 1908 and 1963, eight
additional traditionally Black fraternities and sororities were founded, making up the National
Pan-Hellenic Council. Expansion happened quickly for these organizations, particularly in the
Midwest, with organizations reaching close to 40 chapters in the 1930s. Once the Brown v.
Board of Education Supreme Court decision happened, a wave of expansion into institutions in
the South and Southwest was solidified (Kimbrough, 2003b).
Following World War II, and through the Civil Rights Movement, National Pan-Hellenic
Council (NPHC) fraternities and sororities continued to increase their growth while also being at
the forefront of the movement, participating in advocacy, and protests (Kimbrough, 2003b). By
the end of the 1970s, these organizations doubled the number of chapters they started per year
since the 1960s. This success is attributed to their visibility in communities; Black college
students were aware of their existence due to family, church members, and teachers who were
also part of these organizations. Unfortunately, there was minimal awareness of Black
fraternities and sororities among those who were not Black. In the 1980s, more awareness
became mainstream due to popular culture, particularly Spike Lee’s School Daze and the
television show A Different World (Kimbrough, 2003b).
While NPHC organizations were experiencing a lot of growth, the experience of
predominately White fraternities and sororities was evolving. Once the GI Bill was implemented
and more diverse students began attending institutions of higher education, predominately White
fraternities and sororities began to evaluate their level of exclusion and discriminatory practices
(Owen, 1991). During the 1950s and 1960s, membership in Panhellenic women’s organizations
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increased dramatically; as part of their recruitment efforts, an emphasis on the social interaction
piece was weighed as heavily as that of intellectual development and soon, administrators began
to express concern that involvement in fraternal organizations was distracting students from
academic pursuits (Binder, 2003). The turbulent times following the Vietnam War on college
campuses added to the instability of fraternal groups as they were seen as symbols of social
oppression; this mentality led to loss of members and a decrease in the amount of chapters found
nationwide for fraternities (Owen, 1991).
As more students of Latinx backgrounds started attending college, they too began forming
fraternities and sororities (Kimbrough, 2003a). The first was believed to be Phi Iota Alpha,
founded in 1931 at Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute. Despite growing in numbers, the fraternity
disappeared sometime near its founding but reemerged in 1984. Prior to Phi Iota Alpha’s
reemergence, “the Latinx Greek Movement” kicked off beginning in 1975, when students of
Latinx background founded Lambda Theta Phi Fraternity, Inc. and Lambda Theta Alpha
Sorority, Inc. at Kean College (now University). Since then, over 40 Latinx fraternities and
sororities have emerged (Kimbrough, 2003a).
The late 1970s and early 1980s led to the reestablishment of fraternities and growth in record
numbers (Owen, 1991). Chapters across the nation saw an increase of average chapter size from
26 to 54 (Binder, 2003). This era also uncovered an increase in hazing incidents, sexual assault,
drug and alcohol use, and related violence and deaths (Owen, 1991). It also appeared that
whenever a college campus faced some sort of widespread trouble, fraternal organizations were
attached to the incident. As a result, colleges began to ban fraternities and sororities in the 1980s;
campuses that did not ban these organizations established reforms in the 1990s.
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The 1980s and 1990s brought a lot of new fraternities and sororities focused on specific social
identities to the forefront. Students of diverse backgrounds were lacking a sense of belonging not
found in traditionally White or Black fraternities/sororities; they were also looking for ways to
celebrate and honor their culture, share common experiences and goals with those similar to
them, and contribute to the improvement of the quality of life for said community (Johnson &
Larabee, 2003). This vision gave rise to culturally-based fraternities and sororities. LGBTQ+
focused fraternities and sororities began to be founded toward the late 1980s. The 1990s saw
Asian-based fraternities and sororities flourish, correlating with an influx of Asian students
coming to college. While smaller in the number of organizations available, Native American
fraternal organizations were also founded during this time, focused on serving the Native
American community and preserving Native American tradition. Today, it is believed that new
fraternities and sororities are founded daily.
Purpose of Fraternities and Sororities
Fraternities and sororities have a great opportunity to enhance the experience of
undergraduate students through leadership training, civic engagement, relationship building, and
identity development (CAS, 2015). In the 1820s and 1830s, those attending college wanted to
redefine the college experience in this country and used fraternal organizations to drive this
change (Gregory, 2003). Although university presidents questioned the value of fraternities for
fear they would distract students from the curriculum and began efforts to ban their existence,
their appeal continued to grow among student bodies.
Originally founded for intellectual development and moral education, the focus of fraternity
shifted to social, recreational, and extracurricular following World War II (Owen, 1991). While
each fraternity and sorority has foundational values (such as wisdom, devotion, and
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achievement) it tries to instill in members through its programming and Ritual, the increase of
risky behavior often associated with fraternities and sororities, particularly around alcohol and
hazing, has called to question the true purpose of fraternal organizations. This shift in purpose is
believed to have occurred once supplementary aspects, such as housing, were added to fraternal
life. Despite the negative behaviors that may be associated with them, at the core of fraternal
organizations lies a focus on the enhancement of the individual and community, academic
achievement, leadership, loyalty, ethical behavior, and philanthropic activities. For organizations
with a tie to a particular social identity, cultural awareness may also be found within their
mission (Johnson & Larabee, 2003). In fact, the Greek letters adopted by fraternities and
sororities as their names usually represent the purpose of the organization, which is secret to all
but its members (Owen, 1991). These organizations take time to educate their members about
their purpose as part of their new member education process and share through their initiation
ceremony an explanation of the organization’s secret symbols (which are tied to membership
expectations), an oath to uphold its expectations and responsibilities as a member, and a
challenge to exemplify high individual standards. When fraternity and sorority is done in
accordance to its intended purpose of personal growth and moral development, it can be a
powerful experience for members.
The Structure of Fraternities and Sororities
As discussed in the fraternity and sorority history section, fraternal organizations have
historical ties and roots to different social identities as a result of the time period they were
founded and the needs of college students at the time. On many college campuses, fraternal
organizations also come together as a result of membership in an umbrella organization or
governing council to make joint decisions on programming or general standards; records show
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these types of councils began existing on college campuses as early as 1870 (Owen, 1991). For
some of these councils, an overarching national umbrella organization may also exist whose
purview may include advocacy for its member organizations, creating joint policies and
procedures that all member organizations uphold, and bringing the member organizations to the
table to discuss trends and assist each other in program development (Gregory, 2003). As a result
of the historical background of these organizations and potential membership within a national
umbrella group, collegiate fraternal organizations are often divided into one of four types:
•

Interfraternity Council (IFC): all-men’s organizations most often members of the North
American Interfraternity Conference. These organizations were founded by White men
and while over the years their ethnic and racial diversity has increased, they still remain
primarily White. These organizations may have a housing component.

•

Multicultural Greek Council (MGC): fraternities and sororities that provide social and
cultural development for students of various ethnicities, races, and sexual orientations.
These organizations are most often affiliated with the National Association of Latino
Fraternal Organizations (NALFO), National Asian Pacific Islander Desi American
Panhellenic Association (NAPA), National Multicultural Greek Council (NMGC), or are
independent of an umbrella group; there is no single overarching group due to the large
scope of diversity and purpose of each organization. One should note that on some
campuses, these groups may be part of stand-alone councils based on their niche group or
national umbrella membership.

•

National Pan-Hellenic Council (NPHC): fraternities and sororities tied to the umbrella
organization of the same name (colloquially also known as the Divine Nine, referring to
the total number of national organizations). These organizations’ members most often
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identify as Black in terms of race. Campuses that host Black fraternities and sororities
that are not national members of NPHC or have a small number of culturally-based
fraternities and sororities may also be seen as part of the NPHC locally.
•

Panhellenic Association (PHA): all-women’s organizations whose overarching umbrella
group is the National Panhellenic Conference. The membership of these sororities
remains mostly White but members of different ethnicities and races can be found within
them. Many Panhellenic Association sororities also have houses.

The differences between these organizations are often tied to housing, membership recruitment
processes, historical context, why students join, and the impact on students (Gregory, 2003).
Kimbrough (2003) also noted the approach to service (hands-on versus philanthropy) and the
culture of parties as another difference between all of these organizations, in particular between
IFC and PHA organizations and NPHC and MGC organizations. Another nuance to fraternities
and sororities is they are not always affiliated with a national group; some campuses host
fraternities and sororities that are specific to that particular campus or are regionally-based
(found in few campuses across a particular area of the country) and membership in a council and
chapter operations will vary in those instances (Riordan, 2003a). Regardless of council ties,
fraternities and sororities have adopted the practice of a ritual for initiating members, conducting
formal business meetings, and for special ceremonies (such as those to memorialize members or
install new officers) (Owen, 1991).
The processes for joining fraternities and sororities differ based on the organization’s
umbrella organization membership, which can happen in masse (often associated with IFC and
PHA organizations) or may be chapter based (often associated with MGC and NPHC
organizations) (Kimbrough, 2003b). People join fraternities and sororities either as
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undergraduate students or as alumni. Each organization sets criteria for membership (such as
minimum grade point averages, minimum number of credit hours achieved, and demonstration of
community service and campus leadership) and conducts its own recruitment process (Owen,
1991).
One aspect that influences a lot about the operations and policies of fraternities and sororities
is whether the organization is local or (inter)national. Local fraternal organizations operate like a
(inter)national except they do not have the privileges or restrictions associated with a
(inter)national organization; campuses that include both local and (inter)national organizations
have unique challenges in trying to find policies and procedures that fit both types of
organizations (Paterson & Manning, 2003). When there is a 9(inter)national (or regional) tie to a
fraternity/sorority, the single entities of (inter)national fraternities and sororities are referred to as
chapters. Chapters are the branches of each particular fraternity or sorority on a campus or in a
specific city. In addition to its national name, each chapter has a specific name designation which
follows a sequential order based on its founding, usually in line with the alphabetical order of
Greek letters and sometimes accompanied by the state or area the chapter is in (example: Florida
Alpha if the chapter is the first in the state of Florida). In some cases, the chapter name has a
historical or secret tie to the organization and the chapter’s establishment. The method of naming
chapters is up to the individual (inter)national organization (Owen, 1991). An Executive Board
made up of chapter members lead and manage the operations of the chapter, including its budget,
programming, and membership recruitment processes; in collegiate chapters, this provides 18 to
22 year-old students an opportunity to lead what is many times compared to a small business
(Gregory, 2003).
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For fraternities and sororities that are national organizations, there are entities that make
decisions for the future of the entire organization and oversee it from an organizational
perspective. As fraternities and sororities began expanding into other campuses, an organized
governing system was established within each organization to serve as a presiding entity, provide
structure for the organization’s information, and create policies for all chapters to abide by
(Owen, 1991). This model evolved as membership in fraternities and sororities grew;
administrative and judicial branches were established to complement the existing legislative
branch, known as the Convention, and alumni were elected to serve similarly to how a Board of
Trustees serves as university. At the local level, new volunteer opportunities were created for
alumni to serve as advisors to collegiate chapters in order to assure chapter operations were safe
and the organization’s purposes were upheld. A chapter advisor would ideally be someone who
is successful in their career, has experience with organization development, and can identify with
college students (Paterson and Manning, 2003). They are recruited and trained by the
organization on internal policies and procedures, the day-to-day of the chapter’s operations, and
are expected to establish appropriate relationships with undergraduate chapter members, have
frequent in person check-ins with the chapter, and assist with crisis management. While they are
not always members of the organization, they most often are. However, these advisors are
sometimes difficult to find due to demands with career and family or when alumni do not live in
the proximity of the chapter’s area. As a result, some organizations have created alumni
advisory boards to spread the responsibilities of one advisor across a board of alumni; this model
also helps to address academic support, leadership development, social and event planning, and
fiscal management in a more detailed manner (Paterson and Manning, 2003).
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The role of the alumni advisors is seen in many organizations as crucial to do the success
of undergraduate chapters, to the point that some organizations have formalized this relationship
beyond individuals to whole alumni chapters. In NPHC organizations, the graduate chapter
(which is made up of members who have already graduated from college) assumes a supervisory
role over undergraduate chapters, and the chapter advisor comes from the respective supervising
graduate chapter (Kimbrough, 2003b). This advisor should attend chapter meetings and functions
and work with the institution to monitor new member activities.
Faculty advisors are another form of support for fraternities and sororities. When fraternities
and sororities first began, and when in loco parentis was the overarching philosophy influencing
how to work with college students in higher education, the only form of advisement that existed
was a faculty advisor (Paterson and Manning, 2003). Many campuses continue to institute a
faculty advisor whose purpose is to be a liaison between the chapter and the university, and
communicate university rules and expectations. Unfortunately, this role has been diminished to
chapters just using the faculty member to obtain required signatures. Additionally, faculty
members have been difficult to recruit due to the liability associated with fraternities and
sororities, the perceptions of fraternity and sorority life, and the lack of compensation for this
volunteer role.
In addition to having a national governing board and advisors, some fraternities and sororities
established a consistent form of supervision from an organization perspective resulting in a
central office with paid staff members. The purpose of this entity is to maintain membership
records, arrange for special events such as Convention, conferences, and educational sessions,
provide consistent messaging and resources for each chapter, and assist in the development of
new chapters (Owen, 1991). The staff members in the central office also help undergraduate
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chapters in their development and assist in building relationships with alumni of the
organization. Most of the organizations who have a staffed central office are at least 25 years old.
However, the concept of chapter services is an issue for MGC and NPHC organizations who are
heavily dependent on volunteers to provide guidance to chapters (Kimbrough, 2003b). In MGC
and NPHC organizations, it is common for a single person to advise a chapter, and it is also
common for chapters to have long-distance advisors. A lot of the administrative duties are
handled through area, state, district, or regional volunteers as well (Kimbrough, 2003b).
The concept of fraternity and sorority housing provided additional complexity to the structure
of these organizations. Fraternity/sorority housing came to fruition when colleges moved away
from requiring students to live in campus facilities; when this happened, students moved into
towns and the relationship between students and permanent residents of towns started
deteriorating due to students’ behavior (Owen, 1991). The lack of a positive town-gown
relationship coupled with the onset of institution bankruptcies due to the Civil War led to
fraternity members organizing and acquiring their own spaces. Few chapters had houses until the
1890s; most members lived together in boarding houses or institution residential housing.
However, as fraternities began to see the positive aspects of members living together, more
organizations invested in properties. The acquisition of fraternal housing resulted in two
significant shifts in fraternities and sororities: an increase in chapter size and alumni
involvement. During the nineteenth century, fraternities and sororities were smaller in size (no
more than 30 members). As the fraternal movement grew as a result of influential alumni,
chapter sizes began to increase because the structure of membership recruitment shifted to
accommodate filling the house occupancy; prior to fraternity and sorority housing, members
were extended invitations to membership and initiated one at a time. Once houses came into the
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picture, they needed to be kept at full occupancy, and a shift took place to recruit new students as
they came into the university. This shift also became a factor in the onset of hazing because it
made the practice of asking pledges to clean up around the house easier and was out of others’
sight; it also provided a place for hazing to take place. Alumni interest in fraternities and
sororities increased as houses became part of the fraternal landscape – they wanted to help build
and maintain the structures. When fraternity/sorority housing emerged, the focus of alumni also
changed to raising money, maintenance, and legal matters. As a result, collegiate members were
left to manage the “internal affairs of the chapter and routine business, which they did largely by
trial and error” (Owen, 1991, p. I-2). Over the years, how fraternity/sorority houses are managed
has evolved and different models of ownership and administration are found at different
institutions; they may be owned and operated by the university or if owned by the
fraternity/sorority, have an association of alumni who oversee it (also known as a house
corporation). While a “housemother” structure was initially included as part of fraternal housing
to assist in upholding rules and regulations, many housemother roles were eliminated when the
practice of in loco parentis was reduced in the 1970s and institutions lowered the number of
rules they imposed to increase students’ sense of responsibility and provide more adult-like
freedom (Binder, 2003). While some organizations still follow the practice of having a
housemother, some have chosen to discontinue it today.
There are many issues facing fraternities and sororities both internally and externally.
Internally, these organizations are faced with risk management challenges (such as hazing and
alcohol misuse) and continuously having to recruit and educate members. As part of larger
national entities, fraternities and sororities also have to deal with a political environment that
includes alumni interests, and (inter)national organization specific agendas. External issues
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affecting fraternities and sororities include institutional structure and funding (as this affects the
level of human resources provided to support these organizations by the institution), and a
challenge to demonstrate how their activities support the mission of the institutions they are
hosted by. As a result of these challenges, those in fraternity and sorority advising campus based
professional roles find themselves consistently having to problem solve while being innovative
and intentional in their work (CAS, 2015).
Impact of Fraternity and Sorority Life on College Students
Fraternities and sororities provide an opportunity for students to be engaged as part of the
campus experience and throughout time, studies have demonstrated the positive impact
engagement has on college students. Kuh (2008) affirmed that students who are engaged increase
their odds of attaining their “educational and personal objectives, acquire the skills and
competencies demanded by the challenges of the twenty-first century, and enjoy the intellectual
and monetary gains associated with the completion of the baccalaureate degree” (p. 22). In
1993, Astin launched a study focused on the out-of-classroom college experience and found that
student involvement has a positive effect on most aspects of a student’s cognitive and affective
development. In particular, the research showed that learning, academic performance, and
retention are positively affected by membership in peer groups such as fraternities and sororities
(Astin defined peer groups as a collection of people the individual identifies and affiliates with
whom the individual seeks acceptance or approval). Astin’s research concluded with two
important thoughts related to fraternity and sorority membership: “The student’s peer group is
the single most potent source of influence on growth and development during the undergraduate
years” (p. 398) and “students’ values, beliefs, and aspirations tend to change in the direction of
the dominant values, beliefs, and aspirations of the peer group” (p. 398). As a result, one can
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discern the growth and development of members in fraternities and sororities is impacted by their
fellow members, and as a result, it is important this influence is considered when advising them.
In 1996, three highly respected researchers in higher education, Kuh, Pascarella, and
Wechsler, published an op-ed critiquing fraternities and sororities. In their critique, they cited
relevant research and warned those behaviors were so ingrained within the culture, they were too
difficult to change. They noted institutions were hesitant to hold these organizations accountable
as well for fear alumni would hold back donations. Their proposed solution included campus
administrators partnering with students, faculty, fraternity and sorority leaders, and alumni to
create behavioral and academic guidelines to maintain recognition. This op-ed began to shift the
nature of fraternity/sorority advising.
Almost ten years later, a small group of university presidents, three higher education
association presidents, and fraternity and sorority (inter)national headquarters executive directors
met to discuss pressing concerns facing fraternities and sororities across the United States;
known as the Franklin Square Group, these individuals created five recommendations in an
attempt to eliminate destructive behaviors often linked to fraternities and sororities (2003). The
five recommendations challenged national organizations, local chapters, and institutions to
change the alcohol-centered culture of fraternities and sororities to organizations focused on
values and the development of individuals, and lead to what is now known as the values-based
movement for fraternities and sororities (Biddix et al., 2014). The recommendations included
“positively affecting intellectual development, instilling the values of their organizations and
their host institution, developing leadership skills and abilities, developing positive relationships,
and developing citizenship through service and outreach” (Franklin Square Group, 2003, p. 910). Institutions around the nation and national organizations began to review their policies,
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procedures, and programs, and some reform began to take place, but much work still has to be
done (Biddix et al., 2014).
What led to the reform of fraternities and sororities came from years of results of studies
focused on their activities and impact. Biddix et al. (2014) created a monograph focused on the
outcomes of involvement in fraternities and sororities based on published research between 1996
and 2013. The researchers were able to find both positive and negative outcomes associated with
membership. Their findings included noting the most widely studied phenomenon related to
fraternities and sororities: alcohol use. A lot of the research conducted on fraternity/sorority
members also focuses on the first year of membership. After reviewing over 100 empirical
studies, the researchers found that fraternity members drank alcohol in higher amounts and more
often than other students and student groups, and that binge drinking was most likely to take
place in the fraternity/sorority house and at fraternity/sorority parties than in other places in or
around campus. In addition to Biddix et al.’s (2014) findings, Park, Sher, and Krull (2008) found
that as members transitioned out of undergraduate fraternity/sorority membership (through
resignation, transferring or graduation), the drinking behavior lessened. These studies show that
fraternity/sorority membership may have a negative effect on alcohol use. However, while,
fraternity men were more likely to engage in alcohol use than nonmembers, once interventions
were introduced, the behavior lessened (Biddix et al., 2014); as a result, paying attention to the
type of interventions being introduced to fraternity and sorority members to decrease alcohol use
is important in reducing its usage.
In addition to looking at trends focused on alcohol use, Biddix et al. (2014) also reviewed
studies about other risk management concerns such as hazing and sexual assault. They found that
studies about hazing behaviors in fraternities and sororities mostly focused on attitudes toward
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hazing and why it is done. Students associated hazing behaviors to just be physical violence and
forced alcohol consumption and many did not realize there are psychological forms of hazing. In
the area of sexual assault, many studies have claimed that sorority members were at higher risk
for sexual assault than non-members but the researchers found that while there are statistical
connections to assert this claim, the use of alcohol is the strongest predictor for sexual assault
taking place in these settings.
An area that fraternities and sororities were founded upon and claim to enhance is the moral
development of its members. As Biddix et al. (2014) reviewed studies in these areas, they found
when it comes to academic dishonesty, fraternity/sorority members are more likely to cheat than
nonmembers. Membership increased the odds of intending to or actually attaining a false
identification as well. The review of research also indicated that fraternity/sorority members are
more likely to engage in gambling. A positive effect of membership to moral development,
though, included a significant decline in behaviors such as cyberstalking and other violations of
online policies.
When it comes to the impact fraternities and sororities have on the psychosocial and cognitive
development of members, some interesting conclusions were found. Biddix et al. (2014) also
reviewed studies centered on the psychosocial effects of membership and found differences in
men and women. For men, the research has focused on how membership aids in the development
of masculinity and exploration of sexual orientation. For women in sororities, research around
identity development found that competition between members takes place over men for esteem;
they are also learning how to navigate perfectionism and self-objectification as part of their
membership. One strand of research specifically focused on the effects of participating in
sorority recruitment on women; women participating in the process experienced a drop in their
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self-esteem. Unfortunately, research focused on the cognitive effect of membership has been
inconclusive. While initial impact to critical thinking, reading comprehension, mathematics, and
overall achievement were found during the first year of college, those effects were nonsignificant
by the end of the fourth year of college.
While many of the studies showcased in this literature review have provided negative results,
one study focused on student organization leaders and their engagement in social change found
that membership in fraternities and sororities is positively associated with social change (Soria et
al., 2015); the authors concluded that groups with foundation in service, engagement in the
community, and social justice (like fraternities and sororities) promote student engagement in
social change. This is likely as a result of the strong components associated with service,
philanthropy, and advocacy fraternities and sororities include in their programming and
education.
The Campus-Based Fraternity/Sorority Advisor
Student affairs professionals can be classified into two different types: those who work in
functional areas (like Housing, Orientation, or Fraternity and Sorority Life) and those who
provide services for specific student groups (like students of color, women, or international
students) (Hirt, 2006). To work in a student affairs functional area, professionals require a certain
level of expertise in the area in order to provide specific services to students. Sandeen and Barr
(2006) discussed the link between the skills, competencies, knowledge, and personal qualities of
student affairs professionals and the success of the unit they represent. Due to its concentration
on human relations and organization development, it is important that all student affairs
professionals achieve competency in the areas of helping and teaching. However, the Council for
the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education (2015) asserted that advising fraternities and
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sororities is considered “a multifaceted function within student affairs” (p. 1), and as a result,
multiple competencies need to be mastered in order to do the job successfully. This section will
provide an overview of the evolution of the role and break down the different functions a
campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor does.
Following the influx of individuals admitted to institutions of higher education after
World War II and the swift increase of membership in fraternities and sororities, universities
began to employ personnel who concentrated specifically on these organizations (Owen, 1991).
The role of the campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor has evolved since its inception, though.
Originally focused on making sure rules were followed and programs were implemented in
accordance with institution expectations, today campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors can and
should have a major influence on the culture of fraternal life on campuses. They should also hold
students accountable for meeting institutional expectations and remove any activities that are
contrary to the institution’s mission (Riordan, 2003a). Wrona (2016) described the changes in the
role: “the responsibilities of the campus fraternity/sorority professional have expanded to include
the roles of risk manager, counselor, student organization advisor, event planner, housing
manager, educator, presenter and facilitator, disciplinarian, and more” (p. 18). Because of the
different dynamics associated with fraternal organizations, there is a responsibility to expand the
work beyond chapter leaders (CAS, 2015). Riordan (2003a) explained that campus-based
fraternity/sorority advisors assume many roles due to the nature of the position. These roles can
include:
•

Educator: providing education on relevant topics to the fraternity/sorority community;
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•

Advising and counseling: this is the most used skill and takes place with students at all
levels of membership. The goal is to help students develop individual skills, navigate
resources, and problem solve;

•

Mentoring: developing a trusting relationship with students that may also lead to
discussing personal and developmental needs;

•

Role model and ethical leader: adhering to rules regarding student records, not disclosing
information to different parties without consent, and educating them on how to treat
others with dignity and respect;

•

Programming: implementing and evaluating programs based on assessment, involving
students in program design, and developing resources;

•

Communication: dissemination of information, creating a sense of urgency as needed,
and building and maintaining relationships with different stakeholders;

•

Administrative tasks: serving as a supervisor, accountant, manager, monitor of statistics,
and ensuring compliance with institutional policy and laws;

•

Advocate: providing knowledge, enthusiasm, and expertise for the fraternal experience
and the students who are a part of it.

The role of the campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor is a complex one not just in duties
but also in scope. As a result, those who serve in the position should be thoroughly vetted before
selection and have the proper credentials to serve in the role (Johnson et al., 2008). Because
campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors work for the institution, they need to act as agents of
the institutions while representing the voices and need of the fraternity/sorority community to the
university (Riordan, 2003a). The campus-based fraternity/sorority professional should prioritize
setting objectives that align chapters with student success principles and the institution’s
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priorities, discern what aspects of the organization’s functions are counter to these principles,
and structure their work in a way that directs those components (Wrona, 2016). Additionally,
campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors have a responsibility to break down barriers for and
develop organizations that can fully integrate into campus life (Johnson et al., 2008).
Relationship building is very important in these roles in order to maximize resources and
assist fraternities and sororities in achieving their full potential. Some important relationships a
campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor should cultivate across the institution include staff
members in legal counsel, the counseling center, housing, and the public relations department as
these entities can serve as partners in problem solving and during difficult or crisis situations
(Riordan, 2003a). Additionally, as they create programming for the fraternity/sorority
community, campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors should work with other departments who
are experts in the subjects the programs are about, that way programs are designed with the
utmost level of expertise and are aligned with effective practices (Wrona, 2016). A campusbased fraternity/sorority advisor should also develop and maintain relationships with different
external constituents including local community organizations such as law enforcement, local
business owners, charitable organizations, headquarters staff and national boards, alumni, and
fraternity/sorority associations (Riordan, 2003a). Developing relationships with alumni in
particular can aid in creating proactive measures to concerns such as hazing as some hazing
practices may have originated or may be committed by alumni of the organization (Miller &
Sorochty, 2015).
To be a successful campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor, those in the role should be aware
of different resources and master particular knowledge. Campus-based fraternity/sorority
advisors need to have an understanding of a wide array of information, including the history of
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fraternities and sororities and the organizational culture of the specific campus they work at
(CAS, 2015). They should also demonstrate comprehension of the following subjects: program
coordination and design, assessment, law and policy interpretation and implementation,
relationships building with different stakeholders, and fiscal responsibility. Fraternity/sorority
advisors should understand the difference between chapters across all councils as it relates to the
following: culture (both what is visible and how the organization conducts itself), socioeconomic
status of members, time of initiation, and purpose; their preparation should be beyond how to be
a general student organization advisor as understanding of cultural norms is also important
(Johnson et al., 2008). If fraternity/sorority houses are located outside of the campus boundaries
and within towns, one should have knowledge of local ordinances and residential restrictions
(Riordan, 2003a). Additionally, fraternity/sorority advisors should understand and use several
resources to guide their work such as the Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher
Education (a comprehensive guide for functional area practice that provides vision, direction,
and strategies for a quality fraternity advisement program while assisting in measuring program
effectiveness) and standard risk management policies and resources (which provide a framework
for corresponding education and programming along with the policies and expectations of
individual (inter)national organizations and umbrella councils). As a result of the complexity of
the campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor, professionals need to reframe the role to be one
who is “a strategic manager of complex problems affecting institutional objectives in a subset of
the campus population” and as a result, these professionals should have high level knowledge
and build skills in the areas of “institutional assessment, strategic management, relationship
building, and systems change” (Wrona, 2016, p. 19). They should also keep in mind that to
address the behavior of fraternities and sororities, campus-based professionals cannot do the
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work in isolation and should seek the support of chapter advisors, alumni advisory groups, and
inter/national offices and boards (Paterson & Manning, 2003), along with university partners in
conduct offices.
According to Riordan (2003a), those in campus-based fraternity/sorority advising roles face
many challenges. One challenge is accountability. Campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors
need to hold fraternity and sorority members accountable to the institution mission and assist the
organizations in complementing said mission through their events, initiatives, and actions. To
hold chapters and members accountable, a fraternity/sorority advisor should constantly educate
members on hazing prevention practices and assure members at all levels (including new
members) are informed of policies and understand implications of not following them.
Additionally, campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors are tasked with creating overall
safeguards focused on reducing risk, addressing alcohol abuse, and creating cultures where
alcohol is not the focus. Campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors should also understand how
to adapt to the ongoing change in student body dynamics, serve as an advocate for social justice,
and educate students on inclusion practices. They should address moral and ethical decision
making to curtail cheating and poor academic performance in fraternity/sorority members. While
campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors face these challenges in their day-to-day practice, they
must do so amidst challenges facing their roles externally including budget cuts and an increase
in a litigious climate (Riordan, 2003a). Campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors are also in a
unique place where they are often pulled in opposing directions, expected to facilitate student
development advising, programming, and event planning (a micro level perspective) while also
strategically managing complex environments (which is macro level); in the pull between these
two perspectives, those activities at the micro-level often taken precedence because they are
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easier and more immediate, and in some cases, “a more natural fit to most professionals’ talents”
(Wrona, 2016, p. 18).
Adding to the complexity of the campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor is being cognizant
of the needs of and advocating for the different types of fraternal organizations. An effective
advisor has awareness and understanding of current issues affecting the different types of
fraternities and sororities (Johnson et al., 2008). With culturally-based organizations in
particular, the level of institutional support provided varies from campus to campus due to lack
of education and knowledge about their existence and their needs and a lack of individualized
level of support presented by putting them in one lump sum council (Johnson & Larabee, 2003).
As a result of the lack of support from the (inter)national level due to their emerging nature and
heavily volunteer-driven leadership, culturally-based organizations need a more hands-on
approach to advising. Campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors should understand and navigate
the differences in advising culturally-based fraternities and sororities as that can have a
significant effect on the organizations (Johnson et al., 2008). Fraternity/sorority advisors need to
be culturally aware and prepared to advise culturally-based organizations by understanding the
students’ unique experiences and needs, having regular contact with chapter members, and
building relationships with advisors and other volunteers. Unfortunately, some institutions
struggle to understand how to integrate culturally-based fraternal organizations into the
fraternity/sorority community as a result of the differences that exist between the different
councils. Many culturally-based organization issues are placed on the back burner because
chapters are not as large as those within the Interfraternity Council and Panhellenic Association
and inexperienced advisors often do not ask enough questions. Because culturally-based
organizations are generally smaller in size (particularly at predominately White institutions),
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campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors should help them navigate recruitment efforts so that
competition between organizations for the same students can be minimized. Additionally, their
smaller sizes may also result in a lack of financial resources, which may affect the type of
programming they do (Johnson & Larabee, 2003), and the over-involvement of members due to
their small numbers may lead to a difficult juggle between academic life and the chapter’s
activities (Johnson et al., 2008). While some institutions practice that MGC and NPHC
organizations are not advised out of the fraternity/sorority office (due to a lack of knowledge
about underrepresented populations), it is not recommended to continue this practice as it
disenfranchises these organizations and limits the resources they are provided (Johnson &
Larabee, 2003); it is imperative that as part of their role, campus-based fraternity/sorority
advisors become knowledgeable of these organizations in a way that allows them to be advocates
for and culturally competent advisors to culturally-based groups. Furthermore, campus-based
fraternity/sorority advisors should consider all of the areas these organizations may need
assistance in and advocate on their behalf so they may thrive (for example, organizations who do
not have a house may also struggle with creating a centralized space for the organization, which
may have an effect on their operations) (Johnson & Larabee, 2003). In order for culturally-based
fraternal organizations to thrive on college campuses, the fraternity/sorority advisor has to be
part of any paradigm shift that takes place to help them excel (Johnson et al., 2008).
Following the fall of the in loco parentis movement, universities have taken a new approach
where institutions are believed to have a duty of care for students (Rollo & Zdziarksi, 2007). As
a result of this shift, part of the role of campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors includes
navigating crisis when it takes place within the fraternal community and involves chapters.
During a crisis, any of the following can happen: media interest, physical and time pressures,
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higher than usual or expected responsibility, uncertain or prolonged duration of the situation,
possibility of recurrence, contact with victim or relatives, problems with coordinating people,
definition of roles is unclear, and conflicts between those involved may emerge (Sherwood &
McKelfresh, 2007). As a result of all of these competing demands, having to react to crisis adds
another layer of skills campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors should be competent and
emotionally prepared to do due to the level of compassion, concern, and sensitivity it involves
(Rollo & Zdziarksi, 2007). Fraternity/sorority advisors need to be prepared to engage those
affected by the tragedy while serving as a conduit of information to higher level administration
and in some cases, a spokesperson to the media. Sherwood and McKelfresh (2007)
recommended that those who are involved in crisis management also possess the following skills
and competencies: ability to respond timely, knowledge of resources available to constituents, a
team player mindset, communication skills that transcend different constituent levels, an ability
to assess a situation and know what to do with it, desire to be continuously trained, and a
motivation to serve. They also recommend that crisis management is written into the job
description. The size of the institution may also add complexity to crisis situations. A large
institution, while having students feel more anonymous, more than likely has a crisis response
team ready while a smaller institution may get overwhelmed in the event of a crisis due to less
human resources (Rollo & Zdziarksi, 2007).
The Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors (AFA) has identified a set of competencies
to guide the work of the profession. In 2016, the Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors’
Educational Resource Strategic Framework Workgroup recommended these competencies be
revised to focus on how the profession has evolved and what is expected of professionals in their
work. A new set of competencies was released in 2018. The new competencies can be divided
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into two categories: Foundational Knowledge and Professional Skills. The Foundational
Knowledge areas breaks down the concepts and knowledge needed to serve as a
fraternity/sorority advisor, including governance (which is about understanding, navigating, and
supporting compliance with policies, laws, and different stakeholder expectations), student
learning, student safety, fraternity/sorority systems (focused on facilitation of membership
growth processes, housing, and fraternal organization structures), and program administration
(including management of finances, personnel, and communication systems). The Professional
Skills category focuses on the tactical skills needed to carry out the role. The professional skills
included in this category are navigating complexity, operating strategically (understanding and
adjusting to trends and implementing long-term plans), collaborating with stakeholders, driving
results (using assessment to demonstrate the effectiveness of the program and making high
impact practices a priority), working across differences (focused on inclusion and engaging
across different points of view), and driving vision and purpose (which is about getting members
and stakeholders to support the foundational mission of fraternities and sororities). AFA
proposed that those who master these competencies will be most effective in their roles.
The circumstances under which campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors work also come
with a level of risk. One should note the litigious climate of today’s society; knowing the amount
of risk management concerns associated with the role affects the number of professionals who
want to enter the field (Riordan, 2003b). Miller and Sorochty (2015) discussed providing
oversight to student organizations when “reasonable and expected” (p. 78); they recommended
student affairs professionals “…do not want to create a duty to care when one is not necessary”
(p. 78) and that situations are reevaluated cautiously on case-by-case basis. When it comes to
hazing concerns, student affairs professionals should become familiar with the institutional
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definition and policies on hazing and the state’s (as 44 states have hazing-related laws); this
knowledge provides a holistic picture of risk. Additionally, to reduce professional risk placed
upon one by the institution, as hazing incidents are reported, every occurrence of hazing should
be taken seriously, and different acts of hazing should not be labeled as small or big.
Understanding what campus-specific data says about behaviors and perceptions of drug and
alcohol use by students should also be used to design programs and services that are focused
specifically on tackling those behaviors. Professionals should be well-versed in federal, state,
and local laws and educate students about them. In cases where the institution and organization
share oversight of a fraternity/sorority house, campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors should
be knowledgeable of the contents of the contract between the institution and the organization and
make sure it is followed by both entities. Last, due to the personal nature of working
relationships with students, campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors should understand how to
give appropriate support to students in a manner that does not present risk to the institution.
Support to students should focus on providing necessary resources to students and knowing
when to make an appropriate referral for things that are not within the professional’s area of
expertise (Miller & Sorochty, 2015).
Retention and Attrition in Campus-Based Fraternity/Sorority Advisor Roles
Unfortunately, very little literature specific to the retention and attrition of campus-based
fraternity/sorority professionals is available. In 2016, the Association of Fraternity/Sorority
Advisors (AFA) published a summary of demographic information pertaining to the
association’s membership; 71 percent of members of the Association were campus-based
professionals. The study found the average age of campus-based professionals to be 32 and 57
percent of those members had been in the field less than five years. Additionally, the study found
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the average amount of time a person spent in a position was 3.33 years (Koepsell & Stillman,
2016).
The turnover in this functional area has been a long-withstanding issue as one of the
foundational purposes of the Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors in 1976 was to recruit
new professionals into the field (Riordan, 2003b). Koepsell and Stillman (2016) further
discussed the potential reasons for the high turnover in this functional area, attributing it to the
following: few opportunities for promotion, insufficient compensation, and a decrease in
professional development for those beyond entry-level positions. The attrition of these roles is
problematic for the field and for individual campuses; the ability to make long-lasting change is
stunted by turnover, leading to a lack of consistency and a lessening in the quality of services
provided as new individuals have to continuously be taught how to do their jobs.
Steiner (2017) studied how campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors stayed in the field
beyond five years and how practices focused on wellness and the potential of burnout affect their
retention. Results of the study found that burnout in the profession is normalized – it is
something many professionals expect but do not engage in conversation about often.
Additionally, Steiner found the following burnout themes were experienced by those in the
profession: “…feeling emotionally drained or exhausted, feeling overwhelmed, no longer caring
about the work, no longer feeling present at work, unable to find joy in the work, feeling that the
work is unmanageable, and feeling as though the work is a burden” (pp. 90-91). The participants
in the study discussed using physical activity, interaction and connection with others within the
profession or campus and outside of work, finding a spiritual connection to something, having an
outside interest outside of work, and discussing their emotions with others as a way to manage
burnout in the role. One finding about what kept individuals in the field was particularly
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interesting: those who sustained careers in campus-based fraternity/sorority advising roles felt
there was more and important work to be done.
Among those who are professionals within the fraternity/sorority functional area, it is widely
known that many do not last beyond the entry-level years (considered to be three years or less by
the Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors). As a result, Cory (2009) provided four
perspectives that she observed in those who held long-term careers in campus-based
fraternity/sorority advising:
•

Many campus-based fraternity/sorority professionals have left the field before they have
gained the confidence to do the work well;

•

Campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors should discern between campus fit and functional
area fit as sometimes professionals have incorrectly attributed fit to the role when it really
was about fit with the institution;

•

Mentoring is important to the long-standing success of new professionals. Seasoned
professionals who have engaged in mentoring relationships with new professionals have had
a positive effect in building resilience among new professionals;

•

Campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors should create consistent opportunities for worklife balance by focusing building on spiritual, physical, and mental wellness routines in their
lives.

Cory (2009) also challenged campus-based fraternity/sorority professionals to consider what is
most important in the work and to discern between what can be delegated, what can wait, and
what must be declined. Additionally, she encouraged capitalizing on collaborative partnerships
to ease some workload.
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Student Affairs Employee Attrition and Retention
As a result of the lack of literature focused on campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor
retention and attrition, one must pull from studies focused on general student affairs
professionals to understand what factors contribute to each. Hirt and Stayhorn (2011) found that
50 to 60 percent of new practitioners leave the student affairs profession within the first five
years for opportunities outside of higher education. This turnover is worrisome due to the cost it
creates for institutions in the areas of recruitment, training, and development; it has been
estimated that institutions spend 75 to 85 percent of their budgets on personnel related items and
this turnover may be adding to those percentages. It has been found that institutions with lower
turnover rates have an easier time recruiting and retaining employees (Ellucian, 2016). The
turnover trend in student affairs is also the antithesis of the profession’s desired outcome, as its
employees are expected to develop students holistically and are tasked with retaining students.
Rosser and Javinar (2003) found the longer the tenure of a student affairs professional at an
institution, the lower their morale; although these individuals may not have felt valued, they were
less likely to leave their positions. Those who were paid higher salaries and had less morale were
also less likely to leave their position. This coincides with Tyrell and Fey’s (2011) findings
regarding salary inequities existing between student affairs departments and other administrative
programs outside of student affairs and how this phenomenon leads to attrition in the field. Some
particular job responsibilities may also lead to attrition; Lake and Tribbensee (2002) found that
student affairs practitioners responsible for responding to crisis are more likely to experience
burnout, which could lead to attrition. A 2016 Ellucian study of 469 individuals who left higher
education institutions to work at other institutions or the private sector found the top reasons for
employee attrition to be low compensation/benefits (58.2 percent), high work load (47.1

60

percent), lack of support from governance/administration (34.4 percent), work culture (46.6
percent), and competition from the private sector (38.9 percent). Conley (2001) narrowed the
reasons people depart from their specific positions in student affairs for others (both in and out of
student affairs) to five: professional reasons (advancement, changing functional areas, low
salary, or pursuing further training), personal reasons (spouse/partner, family, or relocation),
retirement, involuntary separation (illness, death, fired, or laid off), and incapacitation.
Experiencing or perceiving discrimination practices may also lead to employee attrition in
student affairs positions (Rosser & Javinar, 2003).
Some individuals make the decision to never enter the student affairs field following their
graduation from a student affairs preparation program; these individuals may attain a graduate
degree focused on student affairs but choose not to work on a campus or for a higher education
entity. Silver and Jakeman (2014) found this shift begins during graduate coursework after
receiving a new understanding of student affairs work through experiences and course-work
knowledge. The first disconnect is between the institution mission and the work being
accomplished; there is a feeling academic affairs and student affairs work have competing
priorities and student affairs work creates a tangent from degree attainment (or the institution’s
overall goal). The second perception is that student affairs work is devalued, and a lack of
institutional support exists due to minimal institutional resources, misunderstanding of student
affairs work by administrators and students, and removal of student affairs departments or
initiatives. Some of the participants mentioned feeling burnout as a result of having to
continually advocate for the work they do with little or no support for what they are advocating
for. The third perception expressed by the participants was not being able to balance the personal
and professional aspects of life; there was a feeling that in order to be successful in a student
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affairs role, one cannot have a personal life. The participants also expressed encountering
emotional burdens they didn’t anticipate working with students and lacking healthy strategies to
deal with them, and financial concerns such as not being able to support a family or repay
student loans, or not feeling like they will gross their earning potential (Silver and Jakeman,
2014). In addition to supporting what was already found in the areas of limited professional
development, career advancement, and insufficient supervision or mentorship, Buchanan and
Shupp (2016) found that student affairs professionals who left the field did not feel prepared for
the politics associated with higher education. Individuals were unaware of how to navigate the
political situations associated with their roles, which was exacerbated by a lack of advocacy for
their role by their supervisors.
Job satisfaction has been tied to reasons people leave their positions. In 2009, Bender found
that satisfaction with student affairs positions resulted in employees completing assignments,
devoting extra time at work, greater connections with coworkers, supervisors, and students,
beginning of new projects, and better approachability to the employee (it is interesting to note
that attendance and punctuality at work were not affected by those with low job satisfaction).
When asked about what caused dissatisfaction in their work, 60 percent of student affairs
professionals expressed the following: perception that student affairs is an important entity on
their campus, respect for the Chief Student Affairs Officer, their institution’s system for
determining salary increases, lack of or depth of staff development programs, and the lack of
advancement opportunities within their organization.
Sandeen and Barr (2006) explored some barriers that existed in recruiting and retaining
diverse staff members in student affairs role. The first concern involved advancement in the field
as it is difficult to determine how this happens within the profession and within specific
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institutions. Compensation was not as high in entry-level positions within student affairs when
compared to other higher education areas; other industries were in competition for these
individuals’ talents and provided higher compensation, a more well-rounded benefits package,
and clearer career advancement paths. Practitioners also identified occupational conditions such
as long hours, constant availability to students, and ongoing turnover of students (due to
graduation or personal reasons) that made them feel the work was not foreseeable or steady.
Some also felt they did not have clear expectations of their student affairs role, underwent
inadequate and unfair performance appraisals, and lacked supervision that helped them be
successful and prevent burnout. Not having professional development opportunities or a staff
development plan that assisted in increasing knowledge base and widening skills also contributed
to attrition in the field. Other aspects that lead to attrition in student affairs roles included unfair
hiring practices and workload that is unequally distributed (Rosser & Javinar, 2003).
Frank (2013) studied the reasons people leave the student affairs profession and found five
psychological themes, five structural themes, and five environmental variables. The
psychological themes included not feeling valued as a professional (felt as a result of salary,
undervalued by students and colleagues, needing additional trust, and the hierarchy not valuing
the work done), supervision issues (including unrealistic expectations, lack of support,
unprofessionalism, lack of transparency, poor communication, and poor decision making),
disruption in work/life balance (not being able to set boundaries or balance family life with the
expectations of student affairs), fit (such as not liking their role, student affairs not being a good
profession for them or a disconnect between their likes and interests and the expectations of the
field), and feeling disconnected to the institution. The structural themes included communication
issues within the department or division (including poor or complete lack of, no transparency,
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passive-aggressive communication, and not being kept in the loop), no professional development
(due to lack of funds, lack or supervisor support, and needing to grow beyond current position
responsibilities), no opportunities for advancement, organizational politics (such as top-down
decision making, bureaucracy, input not being valued, decisions being made without regard to
circumstances), unclear expectations (including understanding job expectations or undergoing
transition with little direction), organizational changes (including department restructures or
replacement hires, new supervisors, ambiguous or increased job responsibilities, and cultural
shifts within the organization), low salary (and not receiving a raise), the hours involved in the
work (employees felt overworked combined with a lack of flexibility in scheduling and working
weekends or having to be on-call), and lack of autonomy. The environmental variables included
a desire to be closer to where they considered home, having a partner who found a job elsewhere,
wanting to dedicate more time to children, not being able to find a job in student affairs due to
being geographically bound, and individuals were sought out by employers outside of higher
education. Some of the themes found by Frank (2013) were supported by Marshall, Gardner,
Hughes, and Lowery (2016) who found individuals left the student affairs profession because of
feeling burnout as a result of excessive hours and not having enough hours to complete the work,
non-competitive salaries (only 28 percent were satisfied with their salaries), career alternatives,
work-life conflicts (particularly when children were involved), limitations in opportunities due to
not being able to relocate, ineffective supervision, lack of positive organizational culture, loss of
passion for the field and working with students, and lack of challenge.
In order to explore reasons for attrition in student affairs, it is important to also identify
misconceptions for each phenomenon. Allen, Bryant, and Vardaman (2010) studied in-depth the
misconceptions associated with turnover in different careers related to the following areas: pay,

64

dissatisfaction, supervisors, and retention strategies. When it came to pay, their study found pay
becomes a concern when there are plenty of opportunities available to the individual. The
relationship between a supervisor and an employee has an effect on turnover because the
supervisor plays a key role in helping the individual understand how to approach the role as well
as expectations associated with it. Factors that can contribute to the retention of an employee
include when an organization designs a position that has a clear job scope, promotion
opportunities, and when participation in decision making involves the employee. Another aspect
that can have an effect on retention is an employee’s relationship with coworkers as feeling
satisfied with these relationships leads to retention. Turnover does not always mean someone
was dissatisfied with their position as there are three other paths to attrition: leaving for a more
attractive alternative, as a result of certain events (such as getting a higher degree) or those who
leave impulsively (such as one not getting a promotion). Supervisors can positively affect an
employee’s retention by designing experiences that increase employee engagement including
providing autonomy and task variety, creating a team environment, intentionally designing goals
that are challenging, recognizing employee impact, and by providing training and development
opportunities as these strategies lead to retention. Allen, Bryant, and Vardaman (2010) proposed
three strategies to assist in retaining employees: connecting individuals with others (such as
coworkers, mentors, or community opportunities), fit by providing accurate and realistic
information during recruitment, and providing incentives that one would lose if they left (for
example, financial incentives, career paths that do not require relocation, or length of service
awards).
New student affairs professionals are experiencing challenges in their entry-level roles that
could also lead to their attrition. Renn and Jessup-Anger (2008) found four themes these
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professionals faced: creating professional identity, navigating the adjustment to a new
institutional culture, focusing on the learning opportunities when engaged in challenges, and not
having individuals to turn to for advice. As professionals are transitioning into full-time work,
they are struggling with understanding their role and expectations, applying what they learned
during their graduate preparation program, and attaining a sense of balance. While those who
worked prior to graduate school and those who had practical experiences prior to the position
were able to have an easier transition into full-time work, new professionals were found to lack
skills needed for their role such as budgeting, advising, supervision, assessment, and traversing
institutional politics. They also began to question their fit within the institution as they found
incongruence between the institution and themselves, feeling like the institution prioritized
politics over the welfare of the students, and struggling with adjusting from one type of
institution to the next. The third concern stemmed from the inability to use difficult experiences
as learning opportunities and having a learning curve in the position. In many cases, these
individuals had little support and regular feedback as they were in learning environments. The
last concern focused on losing touch with graduate school mentors and feeling on their own
during this time. This concluded that in some respects, some new professionals have unrealistic
expectations of supervisors and mentors.
Workplace norms can have an effect on the retention of student affairs professionals. A study
focused on a cross section of individuals working in student affairs and in the information
technology units of an institution and found the experiences of the two units was very different
(Wilk, 2016). The study found that student affairs professionals experienced more pressure to be
present during business hours and after-hours from their supervisors and their supervisor’s
supervisor, and regular work during evening and weekend hours. Although flexibility existed
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with flex hours, the student affairs employees were still unhappy with their work-life balance and
regularly feeling the work could not be accomplished during regular business hours, which led to
confusion for when to actually be present in the office. There was also hesitation to take
advantage of the flex hour process because of mixed messages being sent about the ideal worker.
The increased use of smartphones also prompted individuals to work after business hours as
many were answering their emails, phones, and text messages during evenings, weekends,
vacation days, and even sick days because they did not want a larger influx of work when they
arrived back in the office. There was also an expectation that individuals responded to calls, text
messages and emails from supervisors and coworkers during vacation and sick days on personal
devices. Technological advancements, such as the general use of smartphones, was noted as
adding to the pressure to respond quickly, which had an effect on the usage of personal time.
Dinise-Halter (2017) explored the transition needs of new professionals as they contemplated
transitioning out of their student affairs roles. The study found thoughts of transitioning out of
their current roles (and potentially the student affairs field) happened as a result of instability in
the position (felt from departments and institutions who lacked vision, direction, and a clear
articulation of goal, mission, and values), fear of becoming complacent (participants felt bored or
stagnant in their roles and supervisors were not assisting in their growth through development
activities), and while they were expected to go out of their comfort zones in their roles, support
was not being provided for them to do so. In order for the participants in this study to have felt
more support in their roles, their work environments could have provided the following: support
from co-workers, colleagues, and people within professional organizations they were a member
of to vent to and find commonalities in challenging situations, more resources (such as the right
technology to be able to carry job responsibilities, larger budgets, or more time to accomplish

67

their responsibilities), and mentorship (individuals outside of their institution who they have
developed a relationship with to process experiences, provide emotional support, motivate,
encourage, and validate). It was also found that having an advocate or a person who served as a
sounding board to discuss the work environment with and help them increase their credibility as
a professional could have retained them.
The Job Search Process and Employee Retention and Attrition
How the job search process is conducted can affect the retention of a student affairs
professional. One aspect of the job search process that positively contributes to the retention of
student affairs professionals is the right institutional fit. In assessing fit, Hirt (2006)
recommended professionals consider the skills and experiences they will bring to a new role and
assess “the environment, relationships, and rewards at the campus(es) at which the professional
has worked might parallel any such requirements” (p. 206). Those who are job searching for the
first time must actively distinguish between the institution at which they are going to work and
the institution at which they studied in order to find meaningful work at their upcoming
institution. During the job search process, candidates should carefully investigate each institution
and functional area they are interviewing and understand how they work to find the best fit.
Lombardi and Mather (2016) researched the experiences of those finishing student affairs
graduate programs and undergoing a professional job search within the field post-graduation.
During this process, prospective employees were trying to assess the right fit (for participants
this was defined as “a feeling or a way of identifying with the organization” p. 89), were seeking
connections with potential colleagues, and spent time envisioning themselves at the institution.
Their potential connection with others (colleagues or people outside of the institution) played a
factor in whether they accepted a role or not at times. As they went through the job search
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process, participants found themselves having to make sense of what was a very complex and
dynamic process; participants received a lot of perplexing advice as they experienced a lack of
communication from potential employers leading to a lack of understanding of their status as a
candidate. During the interview process, participants’ confidence fluctuated based on how job
interviews went (this happened in particular when asked about their expertise as they felt they
were not seasoned enough) and concerns about how competitive they were in the pool emerged
as a result of their interview experience. Comparison to others was normal during the process
(which also lessened the participants’ confidence) and was experienced during the placement
process at national conferences when observing mailboxes or hearing from others about the
number of interviews they received. Managing expectations was important during this process
and was manifested in different ways. When accepting a role they were not entirely sure about,
participants mentioned their willingness to get through two years and then move on. Some kept
low expectations of the roles they accepted in order to not be disappointed and others were
concerned about settling but felt they needed to in order to be financially responsible (such as
beginning the repayment of student loans). As participants ran into limited interest from
employers, some began to widen their job search scope (including location, type of institution,
and functional area); those who were geographically bound were more likely committed to a
romantic relationship, which affected where they applied, how job offers were evaluated, and
final decisions to accept or decline.
The Role of Supervision in Employee Attrition and Retention
One of the proposals to counter attrition in student affairs involves managers spending time
developing staff members holistically (Hirt & Strayhorn, 2011). In order to maximize
supervision, managers need to understand their role is to relay to employees the institution’s
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goals and find ways to channel employees’ talents to achieve those goals. Shupp and Arminio
(2012) researched supervision practices that retained entry-level professionals; they further
assessed whether these practices were in line with synergistic supervision. The most successful
supervisory practices in this study were tied to synergistic supervision. Synergistic supervision
encompasses helping, collaboration to accomplish the organization’s goals, assisting the
supervisee in maturing as a leader and person, two-way communication, and focus on
competence and goals. Participants shared having accessibility to a supervisor contributed to
their retention because it demonstrated the supervisor was approachable and could guide them in
their role. Participants also expressed the importance of feeling there was one person who
directly supervised them (participants expressed feeling that sometimes more than one person
supervised them, and they did not know who to listen to). Having meaningful and regular
interactions with supervisors and structuring one-on-one time around the needs of the supervisee
was also important to retention. Having a formal evaluation contributed to retention as long as
they did not take place at a time that was surprising to the supervisee, ongoing feedback was
provided beyond the evaluation time, professional goals (both short and long term) were
discussed, and the time was used to “nurture a staff member’s strengths and encourage growth”
(Shupp & Arminio, 2012, p. 166). One last supervision practice that contributed to retention in
this study was prioritizing professional development as part of supervision by providing access
(through conferences or readings) and discussing topics.
Winston and Creamer (1997) suggested a supervision model that assists in increasing
retention of student affairs employees. The first part of the model emphasizes effective
recruitment and selection strategies that begin with a staffing model analysis, a thorough review
of job descriptions, and an emphasis on hiring the right person for the job by assuring a diverse
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pool of applicants exists (diversity in applicant pools is connected to where and how a position is
advertised). As part of this initial step, Hirt (2006) suggested the institution should assess why
employees demonstrating high levels of job satisfaction stay and find ways to duplicate those
practices as part of the hiring process. Tyrell (2014) challenged that when designing student
affairs positions, an emphasis should be placed on communicating the knowledge and skillset
needed and not the job functions. Ogburn and Janosik (2006) suggested that student affairs job
descriptions should influence the skillset of the person you are searching for. Additionally, as the
interview schedule takes shape, the process should not be complex, should focus on finding the
best candidate for the position, and everyone involved in the process should be invested in the
role.
As previously mentioned, what takes place during the interview process has an effect on the
retention of employees. While assessing whether the candidate meets the department and
institution needs, the supervisor should take time to understand the skills and interests of the
candidates and identify areas the employee may need development in (Hirt, 2006). Being honest
in the job search process with all candidates is also important to retention. In a study of student
affairs search processes, Ogburn and Janosik (2006) found complaints associated with these
processes included getting “misleading or dishonest information about the institution or position”
(p. 8) by exaggerating advancement and professional development opportunities or flexibility of
the job description. As a result, time should be devoted to answering the candidate’s questions in
a more relaxed atmosphere; this time should be intentional and not as part of a rushed debrief
session and one that is free of trying to woo the candidate. Departmental and institution values
should also be addressed – even if those values are not perceived positively. The results of
deception and lack of honesty during the interview process had an effect on the ability to hire
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and retain staff members and employees; these employees turned out to be less productive and
departed the institution prematurely (Ogburn & Janosik, 2006). Interviewers should understand
the rewards those they are interviewing find significant and commit to those upon hiring (Hirt,
2006).
Following the hiring of individuals in student affairs roles, Winston and Creamer’s (1997)
model emphasized the importance of having an orientation program that sets that professional up
for success. This program should last the whole first year and should provide information about
the position, the unit, and the institution. It should also include behavioral norms, political
realities, procedures for performance appraisal, and everyday practices. Thorough orientation
processes are known to positively influence how individuals manage their transition into the role
effectively, ease concerns, and socialize new members to the culture of the organization so they
feel more comfortable. Lunceford (2014) suggested the following in designing good training
programs for student affairs professionals: providing transparent guidelines and expectations for
the position (including the knowledge and skills needed and the attitudes that may be expected
from constituents), socializing individuals into the role, unit, and institution (as part of this
introducing the employee to key partners in different functional areas), and providing
professional development opportunities and ongoing feedback through evaluation. Jones and
Rivas (2011) suggested that part of the student affairs orientation process (no matter the
employee level) should include one formal orientation session at the beginning of each semester
facilitated by peers to indoctrinate new employees to the history, values, expectations, strategic
direction, and traditions of the institution and division. Another effective practice suggested is to
assign a mentor within the unit to assist in providing advice, imparting wisdom, showing care,
and assuring the new employee; this practice lead new employees to believe this was a
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responsibility of all employees and payed it forward, while mentors increased their confidence in
the knowledge they imparted. At the end of the day, the goal of any onboarding program should
be to develop confidence in the work of employees, resulting in job satisfaction, retention, and
less mistakes (Lunceford, 2014).
While designing orientation programs, supervisors should also remember that employees in
the mid-level have different needs than those at the entry-level due to their experience and
commitment to the profession. Orientation programs should be specialized to that employee’s
organizational structure level and focus on getting familiar with the institution and community
while understanding how to supervise (and for some, that means supervision for the first time)
(Mather et al., 2009). Institution specific topics that should be included for mid-managers are a
review of fiscal management systems, assessment processes, communication skills, and
personnel management. Orienting the mid-level employee can be a difficult task as there are
some specific concerns associated with this role that do not exist with other roles including:
•

Lack of peers experiencing the same transition they are as there are less mid-level
employees;

•

Assumptions made by supervisors regarding needing less information during the
orientation process because they have been in the field longer;

•

More likely to have family included in the transition process but do not get the same level
of support with moving expenses or other transition needs that are given to entry-level
positions;

•

Since mid-level professionals are likely to be retained longer than new professionals, they
are more likely to have less orientation processes developed specific for their positions;
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•

Because mid-level professionals have increased supervisory, budgetary, and
responsibilities at the leadership level, and processes associated with these areas are
different from campus to campus, the learning curve of these processes can be daunting.

In order to assist mid-level employees with the transition process into a new role, the institution
should pay for membership to regional professional associations and workshops that support the
role, facilitate introductions with mid-level employees outside of the unit and division, be less
rigid with non-accrued leave days if the mid-manager is new to the local community (so they
may learn to navigate the new area), and prepare the mid-level employee early for tough issues
that person may face as part of their role (such as having to address staff performance).
Supervision is also an important key to retention and requires individuals who understand
human dynamics and can appreciate differences. It is essential that supervisors assist employees
in realizing their goals; when done correctly, those who supervise can lead their supervisees to
achieve and set individuals up for progression professionally. Best practices in student affairs
supervision include enabling employees to do their jobs, assisting employees in gaining new
knowledge and skills that help them advance their careers, serving as conduits of communication
for those who supervise them to their staff members, and motivating their employees (Rosser &
Javinar, 2003). Additionally, recognizing employees based on their competence and expertise,
providing sufficient guidance, feedback, mentoring, and leadership to employees, allowing
autonomy and decision making, and building positive and trustworthy relationships with senior
administrators are all contributors to retention that supervisors have an effect on. A
developmental performance appraisal process that balances evaluating performance and
identifies professional development needs also contributes to the retention of professionals.
Effective performance appraisal processes are those that lay the groundwork for staff
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development, involve recognition, integrate context into the evaluation, involve personnel in
designing the process, are rooted in transparency, openness, and equity, are ongoing, and are
catered to that individual by using methods that work for them.
A staff development plan should be purposefully designed and address employee gaps in
knowledge, promote individual growth, and advance the institution. When designing any type of
in-house professional development curriculum, DeCoster and Brown (1991) suggested focusing
on the following: interaction among all staff peers, development of specific skills and
competencies, promoting self-awareness and achievement of objectives, participation in
programs and workshops, staff renewal, and sharing knowledge based on theory and research.
These tactics create a well-rounded program educational platform that caters to different types of
learners while providing comprehensive learning experiences.
Although Winston and Creamer’s model leads to retention, it is important to keep in mind
that attrition may happen at some point. As a result, Conley (2001) made an amendment to the
model by adding one more stage: separation (the obligations a person leaving has to their
employer and the other employees in their unit). In this case, units should concentrate on creating
transition processes that set the person coming into the role up for success by providing a
thorough outlook of the position, organizing the role for the incoming person, and closing any
gaps found in the role.
The Role of Professional Development in Retention of Student Affairs Professionals
One strategy that has positively impacted the culture of employee performance at institutions
is attention to professional development. In order to set student affairs professionals up for
success, we cannot rely on them to just attain a graduate degree as the only level of credential;
professionals in these roles need to commit to a lifetime of learning and development that helps
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them do their role and effectively apply the knowledge attained (Tyrell, 2014). Professional
development is a continuous learning process that often involves collaborative problem-solving
(Jones & Rivas, 2011). Strong professional development plans are essential to student affairs
professionals as a result of the ever-evolving student body (Tyrell, 2014). Roberts (2007)
identified the commonalities and differences of student affairs professionals across different
experience levels and their preferred professional development methods. The most important
methods used in professional development were discussions with colleagues, having a mentor,
and professional conference programs; a preference was given to interactive methods to learn
skills. New professionals were most likely to mention mentors and academic courses while midlevel professionals most likely learned at professional conferences. When breaking down these
results into individual topics, the following methods worked best for each topic:
•

Leadership: association sponsored institutes, discussions with colleagues and/or mentor
(mentor was likely to be selected by new and mid-level professionals), professional
journals, books, professional conference program sessions, academic courses in
preparation program;

•

Student Contact: discussions with colleagues and/or mentor, professional journals, books,
professional conference program sessions and academic courses in preparation programs;

•

Communication: discussions with colleagues and/or mentors, professional journals,
books (new professionals were least likely to read a book, though), professional
conference program sessions, and academic courses in preparation programs;

•

Personnel management: on-campus workshops, discussions with colleagues and/or
mentors, professional journals, books, and professional conference program sessions
(new professionals chose on-campus workshops more than mid-level professionals);
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•

Fiscal management: on-campus workshops (most likely selected by new professionals),
discussion with colleagues and/or mentors, and academic courses in preparation
programs;

•

Professional development: mentors (new professionals are most likely to choose this);

•

Research, evaluation, and assessment: colleagues, professional journals, books,
professional conference program sessions (new professionals least likely learn about this
topic here), and academic courses in preparation programs;

•

Legal issues: discussions with colleagues, professional journals, The Chronicle of Higher
Education, professional conference sessions, and academic courses in preparation
programs;

•

Technology: on-campus workshops (most likely used by new professionals), discussions
with colleagues, and professional conferences;

•

Diversity: discussions with colleagues and/or mentors, professional journals, books,
professional conference program sessions, and academic courses in preparation programs
(where new professionals were most likely to learn about this topic).

While the highlight of professional development in the student affairs profession are
conferences, Tyrell (2014) found that educational sessions focused on the profession’s
competencies are difficult to find in this setting, particularly those that are considered high need
such as leadership, personnel management, communication, and fiscal management; Tyrell and
Fey (2011) found the same of journal articles as these are mostly focused on day-to-day nuances.
Haley, Jaeger, Hawes, and Johnson (2015) researched how Carpenter’s (2003) three stages of
professional development are manifested in student affairs. The first stage, Formative, came to
fruition during graduate school. At this time, learning and professional development were
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considered separate entities as most of the professionals did not have a professional development
plan and learning was focused on coursework and conferences. Unfortunately, connections were
not easily made between conference content and graduate coursework. The second stage,
Application, takes place during the first professional position or during a transition from one
position to another; at this time, how professional development was defined was broadened and
learning was focused on how to develop skills that would assist them in successfully carrying out
their job responsibilities. The application stage mostly happened through conference attendance
(which mainly assisted in attaining knowledge formed by gaps in the content of the graduate
program). Networking, mentors, and supervisors also played a role in professional development
(who mainly assisted in navigating politics or the future) at this stage. The last stage, Additive,
focuses on how professionals help others develop through mentoring or supervision; being able
to practice this type of professional development came from having an intentional professional
development plan and from previous experiences.
In a case study of a mid-sized institution where a staff development committee was created
within student affairs, Jones and Rivas (2011) found that employee performance was improved
as it created a sense of cohesion and progress within the division and a sense of ownership and
commitment within the unit. The staff development program provided employees with shared
vision and values, and common expectations which led to joint passion for the success of their
work. As part of the staff development plan, the staff development committee (appointed by the
Vice President of Student Affairs) selected reading materials that would be good for a range of
employees across different levels. These reading materials were tied to the chosen theme and
corresponding discussion groups were established to examine how the reading applied to their
work, the institution’s values, and relevant issues to the organization. Attendance at the
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discussion groups did not fall below 98 percent over the span of four years because employees
felt they gained a lot through these discussions. In addition to the discussion groups, the
committee created an institute for employees who wanted to take on additional administrative
responsibilities that went over topics such as ethics, leadership, public relations, and budgeting;
many of the individuals participating in the program were promoted to different positions within
the university following their participation. Last, the division established annual recognition
programs focused on celebrating those individuals who went above and beyond their job
description and to teams who implemented extraordinary change that advanced the unit’s
performance, efficiency, and quality of service (Jones & Rivas, 2011).
Tyrell and Fey (2011) criticized student affairs leaders following the publishing of the results
of the 2010 Task Force on the Future of Student Affairs. They believed the task force did not
answer questions vital to the success of student affairs professionals, particularly related to
advancing the profession’s knowledge base and serving the professional development needs of
practitioners effectively and efficiently. They asserted that until credentialing similar to what
takes places with the medical profession happens, the field will be marginalized. This criticism
opens the door for additional considerations in preparing professionals to face the obstacles of
the field and in providing the best level of service to all constituents involved.
Considerations for the Mid-Level Employee
Mid-level employees are those who are in administrative roles who supervise others, oversee
specific areas, and are responsible for bridging the gap between entry-level staff and those at the
executive leadership level; they are the largest administrative group in higher education, are
primarily responsible for bringing the institutional mission to life, and have to drive the day-today work with restricted authority (Mather et al., 2009). Two types of mid-level employees exist,
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the advanced middle (who report directly to the senior student affairs officer) and middle
professional (who are further removed from the senior student affairs officer). Individuals in
mid-level roles also begin with varying levels of experience and fiscal responsibility. One of the
hardest parts of the mid-level employee role is having to translate direction and communicating
decisions and vision from upper administrators, and “delivering clear and concrete messages to
front-line staff members” (Mather et al., 2009, p. 244). The complexity of the mid-level role is
increased due to expectations and role specific responsibilities (like personnel management),
having access to “decision-making processes and the on-the-ground realities within the
institution” (Mather et al., 2009, p. 248), facing mixed messages from upper level administrators
that result in ambiguity within the role, and unwritten rules that mid-level professionals are
expected to understand because of their position but have not faced at previous institutions. To
assist in decreasing the complexity of the role, it is recommended that mid-level professionals
are connected with peers in similar positions to assist in simplifying the institution’s complexity
and educate about models that have worked for them, and encouraged to ask questions without
fear of judgement.
The experiences of women in mid-level roles should also be taken into account when
considering how to reduce attrition at this level. Jo (2008) found three factors that contribute to
the voluntary turnover of mid-level women employees: supervision (which included not being
satisfied with their immediate supervisor, not being involved in important decisions, or
constantly changing supervisors), lack of advancement opportunities (and promotion
opportunities being outside of the control of the supervisor), and lack of flexible work/life
policies (particularly those with young children). While these factors may also be experienced by
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men, one should note that systems and structures created by institutions that affect particular
affinity groups may also attribute to the attrition of these groups.
With the heavy emphasis of mid-level professionals serving as supervisors, it is important to
explore how they fulfill this part of their position and how that may affect their retention.
Nichols and Baumgartner (2016) explored how mid-level professionals learn supervision skills
and found that many felt unprepared for the role. Areas which mid-level professionals did not
feel prepared to tackle included understanding how to effectively form the supervisor/supervisee
relationship, how to make sure the employee felt they were a priority, goal setting, and
evaluation. In order to learn supervision, mid-level managers mostly learned through selfdirection (by using resources that taught them about supervision such as books), discussions with
mentors and role models, attending workshops, observing others, trial-and-error, and reflection
(following an event with a supervisee or in their experiences with previous and current
supervisors that were and were not effective in practice). Participants found that learning how to
supervise is a continuous process, and that barriers exist in education on how to be a good
supervisor (due to lack of training opportunities and time). Additionally, participants felt being a
priority for their supervisor and building rapport with a supervisor helped them most in being
effective supervisors; this proves the positive effect a mid-level professional’s supervisor can
have on how effective that person is as a supervisor and continues to demonstrate the effect
supervisors have on the overall operations of the student affairs profession.
Contributors to the Persistence of Student Affairs Professionals
Unfortunately, one of the shortcomings student affairs has is the lack of literature about
strategies that lead to the retention of professionals. One functional area, residence life, has spent
time reviewing this phenomenon. Belch, Wilson, and Dunkel (2009) examined how the culture
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of residence life programs retain new professionals. They found that when an institution,
department, or both communicated throughout the recruitment process (both orally and in print)
discussed the environment (who they are and what they believe in) and mindset, and approached
situations they were faced with from the standpoint of being a new organization every year
where new staff adds to the newness of the organization, employees felt their insight was
welcomed and valued and were more likely to stay. Departments with strong employee retention
also include:
•

A culture of engagement where individuals were sought out because they were a strong
fit for the department and vice versa;

•

Honesty about the limitations of the institution’s location or the institution itself were
expressed prior to hiring;

•

A description of how staff are cared for personally and professionally was included;

•

An inclusion of entry level staff in discussions and decisions was common;

•

Top-level residence life staff members met with all first year staff near the end of their
first year to discuss their experience – the good, bad and ugly and to get a sense of
changes that needed to happen within the department.

Additional practices adding to the employees’ retention in these departments also included
experiencing significant autonomy and ownership for the areas they are responsible for, being
empowered to act, designing a plan so they would have the professional experience they wanted,
and an upgrade to their living quarters to create a comfortable place to call home. Opportunities
were also constant for these new professionals and included broad professional development
within the institution, monetary support for external professional development, preparation for
the next professional move by building things into your role from the next job you want,

82

organizational restructuring that creates opportunities for advancement, and increasing
responsibility throughout the tenure in the role. The last portion that assisted in retaining the
individuals was a culture of recognizing the success of employees by promoting from within,
allowing them to chair important committees, commending when awards and recognition were
received at conferences, and celebrating when programs were presented at conferences,
leadership positions were held, or appointments for committees and projects took place. The
professionals in this study spoke of “high job satisfaction due to their sense of autonomy and
responsibility, a strong professional and personal fit in an enjoyable environment, good
supervision, effective communication, and access throughout the organization, a strong network
of support in the department and on campus, vibrant professional development opportunities and
support for them, and changes for promotion within the department or strong preparation for
advancement at another institution” (Belch et al., 2009, p. 190).
In 2009, the ASHE Higher Education Report focused on increasing retention in people of
color and proposed a set of strategies based on what corporate environments do to recruit and
retain people of color. The first recommendation made was to introduce mentor and support
groups as these strategies have been identified as “the single most important factor in the career
development of administrators” (ASHE, 2009, p. 56). The next recommendation focused on the
diversity of the campus environment and the importance of demonstrating commitment to
diversity by prioritizing the hiring and promotion of people of color, having people of color and
women in policy-making positions, and exhibiting an open campus environment through
acceptance of diversity. Another recommendation concentrated on balancing work and life by
having flexibility in positions, accommodations for dual-career couples, benefits packages with
family leave policies, and flexible scheduling. Last, they recommended fairness in recruitment,
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hiring, and promotion practices through advancement training, and providing salaries that are
attractive and representative/reflective of the job description.
Involvement beyond the institution can also aid in the retention of employees. In a case study
of five women student affairs professionals, McNair, Miguel, Sobers-Young, Bechtel, and
Jacobson (2013) expressed the importance of being involved in professional associations because
they are key in creating opportunities for networking, cultivating key relationships, and
developing skills. They also create a support system to assist in navigating issues on campus.
Whether salary has an effect on the retention of employees has been studied in higher
education with full-time faculty members. Gevrek, Spencer, Hudgins, and Chambers (2017)
found that faculty members who received a salary increase are less likely to look for a job or
retire sooner. They found that faculty who do not believe salary adjustments will take place are
more likely to look for jobs elsewhere than if they believe a salary raise is constant. As a result,
increase in salaries and the perception that a salary raise is forthcoming is important in faculty
retention and could translate to student affairs employees because of the commonalities found in
the roles.
The phenomenon of employee retention in higher education has been studied internationally
as well. Kadiresan, Kamil, Mazlan, Musah, and Selamat (2016) found six reasons employees
stayed at one institution: organizational strategy, career development, convenience,
organizational commitment, work experience, and suitability. In their study, they found these
reasons were also tied to the benefits provided to the staff, the work environment being
physically comfortable, the culture promoting a sense of togetherness, the presence of work/life
balance, and the opportunities for training and development that also include the ability to further
their studies.
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The relationships created with others within an institution can have a strong effect on the
retention of student affairs employees. One strategy that led to retention is professional
socialization, the concept where individuals “adopt the norms of those who train them” (Hirt,
2006, p. 9); this socialization happened as a result of the habits employees exercised daily, who
they worked with, the values validated by the institution, and the rewards that came from their
accomplishments. Additionally, mentor relationships had a positive effect on retaining student
affairs professionals for the long haul. Mason (2016) studied how those who are senior student
affairs professionals persisted in the field. The participants in the study were all doctoral students
who transitioned to senior student affairs professional roles; each had a faculty mentor. While the
faculty mentors gave direction for their dissertations, they also served as sounding boards during
this time. They assisted the participants in making meaning of prior professional experiences,
discerning career options after the graduate program, discussing issues of work/life balance, and
helping them examine their priorities. The mentors also assisted the participants in navigating
political environments in senior leadership. Although the mentors in the study felt they did not
prepare the mentees for day-to-day roles, the participants felt as a result of their interactions with
their faculty mentors, they understood the role of the senior student affairs officer better,
particularly what it entailed. Having this additional understanding assisted in analyzing their
roles, feeling more comfortable in the position, and gaining confidence in themselves, which
aided their retention in the role.
Outside of higher education, some studies have concentrated on factors associated with the
retention of employees that could be transferable to student affairs. In a study of state employees
in Texas, Moynihan and Landuyt (2008) found that those who supervise are less likely to leave a
position than those who do not. Additionally, individuals who have lived in the same
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geographical location for a long period of time, are the primary wage earner in the household,
have received of a merit promotion within the last two years, and felt family-friendly policies
existed were more likely to be retained. Mandhanya (2015) explored the relationship between
working environment and employee retention in the automobile sector and found culture and
environment characterized with “integrity, trust, autonomy, authority, communication,
coordination, job security, fair performance appraisal, recognition, and participation and
employee engagement” (pp. 125) also have a positive effect on employee retention.
Considering Future Generations of Student Affairs Employees
Currently, those entering the workforce are mostly made up of millennials, or individuals who
were born in 1982 or after (Coomes & DeBard, 2004). Currently, Millennials have the highest
rates of unemployment and underemployment in the United States because the positions they are
in do not fulfill them (Gallup, 2016). Additionally, 21 percent of Millennials will switch jobs
within a year if these needs are not met, which is more than three time the number of nonMillennials. As a result, it is important to keep in mind what this population of individuals is
seeking in a position. In 2016, Gallup released results of a study focused on how millennials
approach work. They found that millennials are less likely to focus on a paycheck and more on
purpose; they are seeking connection to the mission and objectives of the organization. While
they believe compensation should be appropriate and fair, it is not driving retention for
millennials when it comes to work roles. Millennials also desire development over job perks
(such as entertainment, latte machines, or giveaways) and are seeking supervision that uses
coaching – they do not want to be ordered around. Millennials want to be valued, have their
strengths built up, and need assistance in understanding environments; they would rather have
ongoing feedback than annual reviews as well. They also work on the affirmative and as a result,
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need development to focus on their strengths. They are seeking balanced health (both physical
and financial) while being active in the community and living a purposeful life. They are seeking
more to their lives and roles than what is expected and required of them. Keeping these
characteristics in mind will be important in trying to determine how to best keep this generation
of employees.
Theoretical Framework: Theory of Work Adjustment
The Theory of Work Adjustment will serve as the theoretical framework for this study. This
section will provide an overview of the theory, focusing specifically on why it was chosen, its
components, its limitations, and how it will be integrated into the study.
The purpose of the Theory of Work Adjustment (TWA) is to determine how an employee’s
connection to their work environment contributes to the retention and job satisfaction of the
employee (Dahling & Librizzi, 2015). In the more than 50 years since its development, the
theory has been used in a wide variety of fields to examine how the contexts and challenges of
the work environment affect different groups of people. The end goal of the theory is to predict
job retention. As a result of the heavy emphasis this theory has on predicting retention and its
attention to how the work environment affects employee turnover, this theory is directly in line
with the proposed study’s purpose and presents an appropriate framework for construction of
questions. The Theory of Work Adjustment can also be used to understand how constant change
affects an individual, the work environment, and the relationship between the two; as
demonstrated in the literature review, change is a constant in student affairs and higher
education, and this theory will assist in understanding how this constant change affects those in
fraternity/sorority advising roles. Additionally, the strong weight student affairs places on fit and
competence as it relates to hiring also make this theory suitable for this study. Applying this
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theory may also “facilitate better understanding of work trends, career stages, and career
adaptability for diverse cultural groups” (Patton and McMahon, 2014, p. 48; Swanson &
Schneider, 2013) which is another important component to consider as the fraternity/sorority
advising role attracts a diverse group of people due to the diversity found within the greater
fraternity/sorority experience. In summary, the Theory of Work Adjustment applies to this
research study because of its ability to: predict retention in a job, isolate factors in a work
environment that can lead to attrition or retention, examine how an individual’s values and
abilities affect their longevity in a job, and consider how change in the workplace may affect an
individual’s tenure in a position.
Prior to describing how the theory will be used for the study, it is important to understand
how the theory itself works. The Theory of Work Adjustment (TWA) focuses on the
correspondence (or connection) between the person (the employee) and the environment (the
organization) by homing in on how a person’s interactions with the environment affect that
person’s behavior at work (Dawis, 2005). A desired end result of the theory is to increase tenure,
or the amount of time the person stays as part of the organization. There are two constructs that
represent the person and work environment relationship: fit (when the person’s characteristics
correspond to the environment’s characteristics such as having the skills necessary for the role)
and interaction (how the person acts in and reacts to the environment such as when a person
complains to their manager about the work environment). The theory makes three assumptions:
1. A person has necessities that have to be met. Some necessities are met by the work
environment. Other needs are biological needs (associated with survival) and
psychological needs (associated with well-being).
2. The person has the ability to meet the work environment’s requirements.
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3. A lot of the behavior a person exhibits at work is about how those requirements are met.
This theory affirms that both the person and the organization play a role in the attrition and
retention of the person; if the person’s needs are not being met, they may leave and if the person
is not upholding the organization’s workplace requirements, the organization may part ways with
the person. If there is a high level of satisfaction for both the person and the organization, then
that person will persist in their role. The person and the organization both contribute factors to
whether a person will persist in the workplace or not.
In the Theory of Work Adjustment, two constructs relate to the person: abilities and values
(Dawis, 2005). Abilities refer to how the person’s knowledge and skills meet the demands of the
job while values correspond to the needs and ideals of the person and how the environment
provides reinforcers for them (Leung, 2008). Two complementary constructs are used to describe
the environment: reinforcers (such as pay, prestige, and working conditions) and requirements
(the work being completed and how it improves the organization). Each construct has a partner
on each side that is “parallel and complementary” (Dawis, 2005, p. 7); the person’s abilities are
complemented by the environment’s reinforces and vice versa while the environment’s
reinforcers complement the person’s values and vice versa. For the person to be retained in the
environment, their abilities and skills must match (or exceed) what the organization requires the
person to do in the role. Additionally, the person must feel that what they value in the workplace
is being reinforced by the organization for there to be workplace satisfaction (for example, if the
person values getting compensated for working more than the required hours and the
organization does not provide some type of compensation, the person will grow dissatisfied with
the organization, which may lead to their attrition). Looking from the environment’s perspective,
though, what matters most to the environment about the person is their skills and whether the
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person is able to complete the assigned work and improve the organization. As long as the
person is completing the work and contributing to the organization’s improvement, the
environment will retain the person. However, a person must also feel the desired behavior is
being reinforced; when the environment reinforces behaviors it would like to see from the person
through pay, prestige, and working conditions, correspondence is more likely to take place
(Patton & McMahon, 2014).
There are four possible states a person can experience at work: satisfied and satisfactory
(behavior is maintained here) or dissatisfied and unsatisfactory (behavior is adjusted here)
(Dawis, 2005). In order to achieve stability and tenure, correspondence must take place; it occurs
when the worker is both satisfied and satisfactory (Patton & McMahon, 2014). The concept of
equilibrium occurs when the individual and the environment are in tandem (Patton & McMahon,
2014). When either the individual or the environment are in disequilibrium, dissatisfaction
occurs and as a result, a motivation toward change, or adjustment, happens. As long as the
person is satisfied, they are likely to stay in the role. Leung (2008) explained that if a person
becomes dissatisfied with the work environment, they exhibit one of the following variables of
the work adjustment cycle:
•

Flexibility: how much a person tolerates the work environment or how quickly the person
becomes dissatisfied with the environment;

•

Active adjustment: when a person makes a change to the environment or acts to reduce
feelings of increased dissatisfaction or dis-correspondence (in this case, the person
attempts to change the environment);

•

Reactive adjustment: when individuals make adjustments to themselves in order to
reduce dissatisfaction or dis-correspondence;
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•

Perseverance: how much a person chooses to adjust when dissatisfaction or discorrespondence happens before deciding to leave.

Career change is the part of the work adjustment cycle triggered by dissatisfaction and discorrespondence. The work adjustment cycle begins when the person is dissatisfied and wants to
begin adjustment (Dawis, 2005). The level of tolerance toward dis-correspondence and
dissatisfaction varies in each person, but once they have reached their limit, they begin to adjust
behavior. How far dis-correspondence is tolerated before it becomes dissatisfaction defines the
person’s flexibility (high levels of flexibility result in the person not being as easily dissatisfied).
When these variables are prominent in someone, they become factors in determining whether or
not to stay in a role.
According to the Theory of Work Adjustment predictive model, in order to achieve tenure,
satisfaction and satisfactoriness must be achieved (Dawis, 2005). Satisfaction, satisfactoriness,
and tenure are predicted in the following ways:
1. How the work environment reinforces the person’s needs predicts the person’s
satisfaction
2. How the person’s skills match the environment’s skill requirements predicts
satisfactoriness
3. Satisfaction and satisfactoriness predict the person’s tenure in the work environment.
Figure 1 provides an illustration of how the Theory of Work Adjustment operates as it relates to
attaining tenure.
The Theory of Work Adjustment focuses on job satisfaction, which stems from the
reinforcers found as part of the job (Patton & McMahon, 2014). The typical way to measure job
satisfaction is through questionnaires. The Theory of Work Adjustment is particularly good to
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use in studies because a questionnaire already exists: the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire
(Dawis, 2005). These categories serve as a good foundation for creating questions for interview
guides and as such are being used in this study to further explore the phenomenon. The
Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire measures 20 different items including: ability utilization,
achievement, activity, advancement, authority, company policies and practices, compensation,
coworkers, creativity, independence, moral values, recognition, responsibility, security, social
service, social status, supervision-human relations, supervision-technical, variety, and working
conditions. Each of these items support one of six values: achievement, altruism, autonomy,
comfort, safety, and status. These values are desired by a person within the work environment
(Dawis, 2005).
While the theory has a strong ability to predict job satisfaction and tenure, it has its limits.
First, the theory only focuses on internal factors within the work environment and does not take
into account the aspects of a person’s life happening outside of work. External factors, such as
care for dependents, romantic relationships, or additional education could affect whether the
person stays in the role or not. The theory also does not address a person’s self-concept or
confidence, which could affect how a person contributes to the work environment. Another
limitation exists with the developed questionnaire as it is meant for quantitative studies; any
themes used for this study will need to be adapted to meet the needs of a qualitative study. Last,
the theory, although updated in 2005, does not consider some current practices in the workplace
involving technology and professional development that could have an effect on the retention or
attrition of campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors.
The Theory of Work Adjustment was used in this study to narrow the topics the study focuses
on, guide the creation of research questions, and assist in developing corresponding questions for
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the semi-structured interviews. While the research questions do not specifically ask about the
person and the environment, the underlying foundation of the questions is about understanding
what values, skills, reinforcements, and job requirements lead to satisfaction (or dissatisfaction)
in the role, which result in tenure. In particular, research questions two, three, and four are
directly related to the Theory of Work Adjustment as they narrow in on the factors found in the
workplace that lead to retention and attrition in the role (the purpose of research question one is
to create an understanding of the factors associated with why individuals become
fraternity/sorority advisors as little is known about this phenomena and the answers to this may
also lead to factors found within the Theory of Work Adjustment).
The semi-structured interview questions created are more ingrained in the theory’s
components; the following portions were used to develop questions: the theory’s assumptions,
the four constructs, the types of adjustment, and the 20 themes found within the questionnaire.
The first two interview questions addressing research questions two and three were designed to
understand whether the first two assumptions of the theory were met. These initial questions also
provide an opportunity for the participant to explore the constructs associated with the
satisfaction of the employee (abilities and values). The subsequent set of questions allow for the
exploration of the constructs associated with the environment (reinforcers and requirements).
The questions following were designed to assess how the person adjusted when changes were
introduced or difficult times were faced in the workplace. Last, questions inspired by the 20
themes found in the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire to be explored. While questions about
each of the 20 items are not being asked, those items will serve as triggers for asking clarifying
questions during the first interview and designing questions for the follow up interviews.
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Appendix L provides an overview of each interview question and the source used to create the
question.
As part of the analysis process, the 20 themes and four constructs will serve as the foundation
for coding and thematic analysis. The theoretical framework will also serve as a reference for
comparison once results are written to assure common language is being used and to determine
whether new information has been attained.
It is important to note that while the interview questions were created with the Theory of
Work Adjustment as a framework, participants may provide information about factors leading to
their attrition and retention that do not fit within the model. Based on the literature focused on
student affairs attrition and retention, there are factors outside of the workplace that affect this
phenomenon and this is expected as the employer does not have control over factors contributing
to and influencing the individual’s lifestyle. Any data not applying to the theoretical framework
will be coded in its own category and reported as this practice allows for full exploration of the
phenomenon.
Conclusion
The role of the campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor is a very complex one. There are a lot
of expectations placed upon those in the role by the stakeholders with whom they associate,
which may influence the sense of ownership campus-based professionals have on their roles.
They must cultivate and manage a lot of relationships, which could be strenuous and timeconsuming. Additionally, because of how multifaceted it is, there are many different types of
training and knowledge the person in the role needs to possess which may not be touched upon
deeply as part of coursework. There is also a lot of complexity in the management of fraternities
and sororities due to the different types of organizations, the different components associated
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with them, and the differing ranges in the level of support associated with each organization that
many may not have the skills or knowledge to carry out the role properly. Because some pieces
of the role are not specific to other student affairs professionals, unless someone is in the role,
they may not know they need to be aware of the information. The role also comes with a lot of
risks and pressures which may lead to a decrease in retention as many may not want to deal with
them after a certain amount of time in the student affairs field. The high profile nature of the
functional area can also lead to burnout for professionals.
It is not surprising to see the many reasons why professionals in this functional area may
experience burnout along with the themes that may coincide with their departure from the field.
However, one should take note that retention in student affairs in general is a concern, which
means the profession as a whole may need to re-examine its approach to hiring, training, and
development. Another thought to consider is the expectations of work on student affairs
professionals: are they realistic or fair? Is it a field where too many things are expected and not
enough resources are provided? Student affairs professionals are faced with a lot of pressure to
keep up with academic programs and practices and as a result, many questions need to be
explored related to the field such as: were student affairs professionals taught how to deal with
the pressure as they were recruited into programs and as they went through their graduate
programs? Were they taught to properly manage their expectations? The greater field may need
to reconsider what is being taught in graduate programs to determine whether it is truly preparing
professionals and whether the curriculum has evolved with the pressures placed on student
affairs professionals today. Currently, the literature demonstrates that new student affairs
professionals are not always ready for their positions after finishing their graduate programs.
There may be a misalignment of expectations surrounding what they should know when they
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start their roles and what is learned as part of the position. Additionally, are the correct topics
being learned in coursework? Student affairs professional are learning trends affecting students
but do they know WHAT to do with the trends? While professionals in the field are making a
positive impact on students, is it being seen as the desired impact tied to the strategic plans of
institutions? Graduate programs may also not be emphasizing some key skills that are needed
such as the navigation of politics, how to supervise, and budgeting at the department level;
perhaps there is too much reliability on learning new material in the practical experience (as part
of a graduate assistantship or internship) but those who are supposed to teach the skills do not
have enough time to do it. Additionally, during the job search process, some individuals may
also not be considering the full scope of the work, institution, or location, and may be settling,
causing professionals from the very beginning to maintain a mindset of being in the role for a
minimal period of time.
While trends in the attrition of student affairs employees can be identified, there are also
contradictions for why this happens. In some studies, an increase in salary was found to assist in
retention but others found that if the culture of the institution is one where professionals feel
developed and trusted or if no other competition for a wage increase existed. Honest hiring
practices (even those exposing the weaknesses of the role and institution), professional
development opportunities, having a mentor within the field, and effective supervision are
among the consistent pieces associated with retention of employees which should be explored
further. This study uncovers trends associated with those in campus-based fraternity/sorority
advisor roles in order to assist in the retention of these professionals.
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CHAPTER THREE:
METHODS
This chapter focuses on the research methods used for the study. It begins with the purpose of
the study and corresponding research questions. An overview of the research design, including
the analogous approach and philosophy guiding the approach, and a summary of my role as a
researcher will follow. A review of participant selection and instrumentation is provided. The
chapter concludes with data collection techniques, data analysis procedures, a discussion of
strategies utilized to verify the study, strategies implemented to assure ethical standards were
followed, and an examination of the study’s limitations.
Purpose and Research Questions
The purpose of this study was to explore factors contributing to the retention and attrition of
campus-based student affairs professionals working in the fraternity and sorority life functional
area (hereafter referred to as fraternity/sorority advisor). Understanding this phenomenon
provides university administrators with knowledge to assist in decreasing the turnover associated
with the fraternity/sorority advisor role, contribute to consistent approaches to fraternity and
sorority advising, and longevity in the oversight of this special population.
The research questions guiding the study were:
Research Question One: Why do individuals become fraternity/sorority advisors?
Research Question Two: What are the characteristics and experiences of individuals who
have persisted long-term in the functional area?
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Research Question Three: What are the characteristics and experiences of individuals
who have not persisted long-term in the functional area?
Research Question Four: What are the factors that differ between those who persist as
fraternity/sorority advisors and those who do not?
The research questions are purposefully broad in order to guide the study in a comprehensive
perspective (Creswell & Poth, 2018). More specific interview questions were created to explore
detailed factors and experiences of the participants (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
The problem explored by this study focused on the attrition associated with the role of
fraternity/sorority advisors. In a white paper published by the Association of Fraternity/Sorority
Advisors (AFA), an oversaturation of young professionals in the field was found: 57 percent of
AFA members have less than five years of experience in the role (Koepsell & Stillman, 2016).
Additionally, members reported an average number of 3.33 years in fraternity/sorority advising
positions (Koepsell & Stillman, 2016), which could signify attrition for those in these positions.
Having attrition in these roles leads to a lack of efficiency, consistency, and quality in delivery of
services for fraternities and sororities on college campuses. Furthermore, a decrease in the
knowledge base of the unit is lost when constant attrition happens, which could lead to higher
risk factors associated with fraternity and sorority communities due to cyclical oversight.
Unfortunately, literature focused on the attrition and retention within the student affairs
profession is limited and minimally exists specific to the fraternity and sorority life functional
area. This study increases an understanding of factors associated with the retention and attrition
of fraternity/sorority advisors, which could lead to more in-depth efforts toward the retention of
individuals in these roles.
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Research Design
A qualitative research method was selected for this study. The purpose of qualitative research
is to explore the experiences and perspectives of particular individuals, and the meaning they
have made based on those experiences (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Qualitative research approaches
the research question in an inductive manner – the data are gathered to create a conclusion and
the participants are considered the experts in the subject being studied (Grbich, 2013). Questions
used in qualitative research are open ended and explorative in nature, and data are presented in
narratives to fully describe experiences, values, and meaning placed on phenomena (Grbich,
2013). Its overall goal is to explain perspectives, clarify experiences, and describe concepts
(Grbich, 2013). Additionally, qualitative research helps construct an experience using different
perspectives and is a good tool when “exploring personal and sensitive issues” (Rubin & Rubin,
2012, p. 4).
The study’s purpose furthered understanding of how those who have experienced a
phenomenon interpreted their experiences (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). The following are
strengths of qualitative research that match the intended outcomes of this study: it provides an
opportunity for multiple experiences to be examined holistically, researchers can dive deep into
understanding a particular phenomenon, and it creates an opportunity to link several thoughts or
experiences together (Marshall & Rossman, 2016). Qualitative research also provides a deeper
understanding of a multifaceted issue and is best used when trying to create solutions to
problems such as the one in question (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Due to the minimal amount of
information associated with the retention and attrition of fraternity/sorority advisors, the use of
qualitative research was ideal to discover details regarding this specific phenomenon and the
experiences, attitudes, and values of these individuals (Grbich, 2013). According to Lapan,

99

Quartaroli, and Riemer (2012), qualitative research aims to “thoroughly explore day-to-day
interactions, how things transpire, and the individual meanings of these events for the people
involved”; a qualitative research design in this study allowed deep exploration of the topic to
inform why participants have or have not been retained within this functional area.
The epistemology guiding this study was constructivism because an end goal was to explore
the meaning and significance the participants placed on their experiences in the
fraternity/sorority advising role (Lapan et al., 2012). In constructivism, reality is socially
constructed from each individual’s interpretation of their own reality (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
Constructivism acknowledges that because reality is constructed from the thoughts of
individuals, it is constantly evolving. As a result, the information gathered is centered on how the
participants infer and make meaning of their experiences (Grbich, 2013). Those focusing their
research from a constructionist lens ask participants to provide “views of their worlds, their
work, and the events they have experienced or observed” (Rubin & Rubin, 2012, p. 20).
The qualitative research approach utilized to carry out the research design was
phenomenology. The purpose of phenomenology is to explore the meaning and essence of an
experience while participants make sense of it; it is best used when little is known about the
phenomenon and when said phenomenon needs to be explored or described further (Marshall &
Rossman, 2016). According to Seidman (2013), there are several themes associated with the
phenomenological approach: (a) moments experienced by humans are temporary, and as a result,
when researchers are conducting phenomenological studies they are asking participants to
provide “the essence of their lived experience” (p. 17), (b) phenomenology places an emphasis
on understanding the experience from the participants’ perspective, (c) in order to get to the lived
experience of a phenomenon, the experience needs to be reconstructed with the participants, and
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(d) the role of the researcher is to facilitate the participants through that construction.
Phenomenological research highlights the phenomenon that is being investigated and simplifies
it to a single concept or idea (Creswell & Poth, 2018). The intended outcome is “to understand
the hidden meanings and the essence of an experience together with how participants make sense
of these” (Grbich, 2013, p. 92). Brinkmann & Kvale (2015), found that having a
phenomenological approach aims “to get as close as possible to precise descriptions of what
people have experienced” (p. 51). It is imperative for the study’s participants to have
experienced the phenomenon in order to explore the commonalities between individuals who
have shared that lived experience (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Following data collection (usually in
interview format), a synthesis of the experiences shared is reported, paying particular attention to
what and how the experience was felt.
Researcher’s Experience
As the researcher, my experience with this topic can be both a strength and a challenge to the
study. According to (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015), “The quality of the data produced in a
qualitative interview depends on the quality of the interviewer’s skills and subject matter
knowledge” (p. 71). I currently serve as a long-term fraternity/sorority advisor who has
contemplated leaving the functional area, which could potentially manifest itself as researcher
bias. The topic is of importance to me because I value the work that fraternity/sorority advisors
do on college campuses, and as a person who has been in a professional position long-term
within the functional area, I know the advantage a fraternity/sorority community has when there
is a consistent person in the role. I am a very involved member of the Association of
Fraternity/Sorority Advisors, and contribute nationally to different fraternities and sororities
through facilitation of leadership development programs and volunteer work. I advocate for the
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role and find ways to mentor younger individuals in similar positions. As a mother and someone
who has learned the ins and outs of the role, I also understands having to navigate different
nuances of the position (including crisis management, late nights, long days, stress, the political
implications of working with this type of community, and the feeling of instability associated
with risky behaviors members of fraternities and sororities engage in) with a personal life. While
the interview guide questions created for the study were based on the literature and theoretical
framework, there are pieces of the research that are also influenced by my experience. It was
especially important for me to remember my position as a researcher throughout the study and
not let my personal experiences influence the data collection and analysis process. Creswell and
Poth (2018) explained that in phenomenology, the researcher is not expected to be completely
out of the study; I took part in bracketing (or pinpoint experiences with the phenomenon) and set
any personal experience with the topic aside while conducting the research (Merriam & Tisdell,
2016). Bracketing assured the focus of the study was completely on the participants’ experiences
and the experiences were not being interpreted through my individual lens. It is also understood,
though, that a foundational philosophy of qualitative research is its subjectivity (Marshall &
Rossman, 2016). Prior to interviewing others, I participated in epoch one more time by creating a
reflexivity statement (Lapan et al., 2012); the purpose of epoch is to “examine dimensions of the
experience and in part to become aware of personal prejudices, viewpoints, and assumptions”
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 27). I also reflected on when and how it was appropriate to
introduce my personal experiences into the study, and allowed for what I uncovered throughout
the study to transform my perception of the fraternity/sorority advisor experience (Marshall &
Rossman, 2016). These practices assisted me in being fully conscious during data collection;
maintaining a journal with these reflections was also helpful (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
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During interviews, the focus was on creating an understanding of what the participants
experienced based on how they interpret the phenomenon. As a result, I was especially observant
of the participant’s body language and tones in voice and used that in interpretation (Brinkmann
& Kvale, 2015). My knowledge of the topic enhanced interpretation of feelings and experiences,
and I used it in order to formulate follow up questions. My training in semi-structured
interviewing through coursework allowed me to also approach each interview ethically and in a
way that answered the research questions.
Site and Participants
Interviews took place in an online format, using Zoom videoconferencing software, as most
of the participants were spread throughout the nation. Video conferencing was chosen in order to
maintain a synchronous approach to data collection, as participants are more likely to answer in
person than over text (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). This format assured the participant pool was
diverse (as it was not confined by location) and provided me an opportunity to view the facial
expressions of participants, which gave insight to the participants’ experience and allowed for
follow up on expressions that were observed (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
Rubin and Rubin (2012) suggest the following criteria for selecting participants to interview:
they are significant to the problem being studied, the researcher has access to the individuals and
can learn different perspectives from them, and results can be generalized to other instances.
Participants were selected through a convenience sample resulting from recruitment posts in
student affairs and fraternity and sorority life functional area social media groups (Lapan et al.,
2012). Two sets of participants were selected using the following criteria:
•

Retention Group: individuals who have served at least seven consecutive years as
full-time, campus-based professionals with responsibility for advising fraternities and
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sororities at least fifty percent of their time (AFA uses seven years as its designation
for “seasoned professionals”).
•

Attrition Group: individuals who have served at least two consecutive years as fulltime, campus-based professionals with responsibility for advising fraternities and
sororities at least fifty percent of their time and left campus-based fraternity/sorority
advising positions.

Merriam and Tisdell (2016) recommend that a limit is not placed on the number of participants
when conducting qualitative research; the study continued until saturation (or redundancy in
responses) took place with 23 participants (11 in the retention group and 12 in the attrition
group).
Participant Recruitment and Selection Process. I posted a recruitment message on several
social media groups whose foci include fraternity/sorority advising or topics relevant to the
student affairs and higher education profession (see Appendix A). The recruitment message
included the purpose of the study in broad terms, the criteria to serve as a participant, the length
of the study (including the collective amount of time within which it is taking place, the number
of interviews being conducted, the length of the interviews, and other expectations associated
with participating), and reasons why they should participate (Marshall & Rossman, 2016) along
with a link to sign up for the study. This post yielded 92 interested potential participants within
one week and as a result, the form was closed. Upon review of the participants, it was found that
12 participants did not finish their interest form and 12 did not qualify for the study because they
did not meet the years of experience needed, were volunteer advisors not campus-based
professionals, or did not serve as a fraternity/sorority advisor consecutively; these participants
were removed from the sample. Participants were then separated into their respective groups,
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with the attrition group having 42 individuals within it and the retention group having 26
individuals. To narrow the group down to a more manageable number, a decision was made to
only reach out to individuals who had 10 or more years of experience in the retention group and
those who left the fraternity/sorority advisor role within the past 10 years; this narrowed the
sample to 16 for the retention group and 39 for the attrition group. An additional factor was
added to narrow down the attrition group: to interview only those who were still working in
higher education but in other functional areas or in fraternity/sorority headquarters (this was
determined once a resume was submitted). Before reaching out to interested individuals, each
participant was assigned a number and those numbers were placed in a randomizer to determine
which participants to reach out to. The first seven random participants in each group (the
minimum number approved by the Institutional Review Board for each group in the study) were
contacted and invited to participate in the study; participants were asked to read and
electronically agree to a consent form (see Appendix E), a demographic and experiences
assessment with a link to upload their resume (see Appendix D), and to provide their availability
for the interview as recommended by Seidman (2013). Once participants agreed to participate in
the study and availability was provided for a mutually convenient interview time, confirmation
emails (see Appendix G) were sent within 48 hours to the participant with the final date the
interview was scheduled for and the video conferencing link along with any reminders of
outstanding items needed (if any were needed). A final reminder email was sent two days prior
to the scheduled interview in order to increase participant retention (see Appendix H). If
participants did not respond within one week to the invitation, a follow up email was sent
reminding them of the invitation to participate; a total of 6 potential participants did not respond
to the invitation or did not show up to interviews (four from the attrition group and two from the
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retention group). If there was no response, an additional random number was drawn from that
group and a new participant was invited; if there was a no show to the interview, a follow up
email was sent requesting a new interview time one time, and if they responded, a new interview
time was set up. This method of inviting participants to the study occurred until saturation was
reached for both groups. One participant that has originally classified herself as part of the
attrition group was moved to the retention group as she did fit the original advertised criteria of a
minimum of seven years of serving in the role full-time; this was found at the beginning of her
first interview as they are asked to confirm the criteria. Participants were compensated with a
$25.00 Amazon gift card for completing the initial and follow-up interviews and were told that if
they withdrew for any reason before completion, they would be compensated with a $15.00
Amazon gift card for each interview completed. Participants were not made aware of this
compensation, though, until the informed consent process took place. A total of 23 participants
were included in the study, 21 of which were individuals I previously knew (although the depth
of my relationship with each of the participants I knew varied). No participants withdrew from
the study. Follow up interviews took place within one or two weeks of the initial interview and
were scheduled at the end of the initial interview for a mutually convenient time.
Instrumentation
In qualitative data collection, the researcher serves as the instrument; the researcher collects
the data and if an interview guide is used, it is designed by the researcher in the form of openended questions (Creswell & Poth, 2018). An advantage to having the researcher serve as the
instrument includes being able to address situations as they are happening, in a way that is
sensitive to the participants (Seidman, 2013). Data collection took place using two methods:
personal document analysis and semi-structured interviews. Rubin and Rubin (2012) recommend
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coupling document analysis with interviews to understand their contents fully and the approach
to creating them. Interviews were deemed best for this study because the focus of the study was
not on observing behavior or feelings, it was on asking participants to evoke previous events that
cannot be duplicated (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
Document Analysis. For the document analysis portion, two items were requested: an initial
demographic and experience questionnaire and a copy of the participants’ most recent resume.
Documents are effective for gathering data because they are created from the participant’s
perspective, therefore helping the researcher understand the experience in question (Merriam &
Tisdell, 2016). The questions in the demographic and experience questionnaire (Appendix D)
were directly tied to the research questions, and served as an introduction to the participants’
identities, institutional demographics, and job responsibilities (Marshall & Rossman, 2016). The
purpose of the resume review was to document patterns in responsibilities, experiences, and
education of each participant. The review of the resumes allowed for me to add additional
questions to follow-up interviews that deepened knowledge of the participants’ experiences.
These two items were requested when the interview invitation went out and were collected
through a Qualtrics form; the link to the form was sent to all invited participants in the invitation
email and reminders to complete the form were provided simultaneously with reminders to
attend the initial interview.
Semi-Structured Interviews. The study used a semi-structured interview format for both the
initial and follow up interviews; an interview guide (see Appendix I and J) was created and used
for each interview. The purpose of an interview guide is to provide focus for the interview
(Seidman, 2013). The initial interview guide began with an overview of the informed consent
and questions that confirmed the criteria for participation in the study. Once those initial pieces
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were confirmed, questions focused on the theoretical framework and literature review were
asked. Each group had a different initial interview guide; the questions at the beginning of the
interview guide were the same for both groups and included questions focused on their path into
student affairs and fraternity/sorority advising and specific experiences that occurred while they
were in the role. The initial interview guides differed at the end as each group was asked to recall
their reasons for leaving the role (attrition group) or being sustained in the role (retention group).
Follow up interviews took place within one or two weeks of the initial interview. Interview
guides were created specific to each participant using an Institutional Review Board approved
format and focused on clarifying questions about participants’ resumes as well as their initial
interview and providing member checking following initial analysis of their interview.
Data Collection
The data collection phase of the study took place within two to four weeks following the
study participants’ acceptance to participate. The study followed an adapted version of
Seidman’s phenomenological interview model (2013) and consisted of:
•

Week One: verbal informed consent (required by the Institutional Review Board in
addition to the written version provided as interview sign up time), reviewing
participation expectations, and expanding upon the purpose of the study. The initial
interview also took place once these pieces were reviewed with the participant.

•

Week Two: Interview transcription, document and interview analysis, member
checking documents, and follow up interview guide were created.

•

Week Three or Four: follow up interview and member checking took place.

The proposed structure provided each interview with a clear purpose allowing for connection to
be made to the phenomenon being explored. Interviews during Week One lasted between 60 and
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90 minutes. Follow up interviews lasted between 20 and 45 minutes. Interviews took place
between fourteen and twenty-one days apart from one other as this timeframe allowed
participants to reflect on the previous interview (Seidman, 2013). To assure the information for
each interview was properly documented and I could concentrate on listening intently to the
participant, each interview was recorded; two recording methods were used (a recording
mechanism that was part of the Zoom conferencing software and an external digital recording
device). The participant recruitment and data collection timeline is outlined in Table 1.
Table 1. Participant Recruitment and Data Collection Timeline
Weeks 1-2
Social media messages are posted with Participant Information Form.
Week 3
Informed Consent Form, demographic and experiences assessment with resume upload, and scheduling link are
sent to participants once Participant Information Forms are received.
Week 4
• Follow up confirmation with interview date are sent via email; additional needs are requested in this email as
well.
• Final reminder sent to participants two days prior to interview.
Week 5
• Initial Interview
Week 6
• Transcription
• Document analysis
• Initial interview analysis
• Initial analysis sent to participants
Week 7 or 8
• Follow up interview and member checks conducted

Initial Interview. Prior to the interview beginning, audio was tested once the participant signed
on to the video conference, participants were made aware of their pseudonym (which was either
chosen by the participant when they signed up for the study or provided to them if requested
from a previously compiled list) and reminded the interview would be recorded. I also took time
to build rapport with the participant by checking in to see how they were doing, sharing how I
was doing, and making sure they did not have any questions about the study’s processes. Once
109

rapport was established, the interview recording began by reviewing the verbal consent form to
assure participants made an informed decision about their participation (Seidman, 2013). Then, I
provided a broad overview of the goals of the study, the reason they were invited to the study,
confirmed they met the study’s criteria, reminded them their pseudonym would be used
throughout the study and other identifying information would be removed or altered, and
requested their consent to record the conversation (Creswell and Poth, 2018; Brinkmann &
Kvale, 2015). After this information was reviewed, the interview took place.
The purpose of the Week One interview was for participants to provide details (particularly
focused on “what” and “how”) and depth (the “why”) as they shared their experiences (Rubin &
Rubin, 2012). After the interview was complete, a debriefing took place to check in with the
participant, give the participant an opportunity to ask questions, ask for feedback, and discuss
next steps. If during the debriefing the participant revealed information that should be used for
the study, I asked the participant to record the information so that it could be used in reporting
results (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015); this happened with one participant.
Follow Up Interview. During Week Three or Four, the final phase of data collection took place
and served as an opportunity to ask clarifying questions regarding the submitted resume and
follow up questions from the initial interview, and member checking was conducted. The
purpose of follow up questions for both the resume review and from the initial interview was to
collect missing information, identify new realities, understand deeper what the participants were
trying to explain, tackle contradictions, and piece together themes (Rubin & Rubin, 2012).
During member checking, participants reviewed their transcript and a preliminary analysis (see
Appendix N) which included interpretations and conclusions derived by me in order to assure it
represents their experience (Creswell and Poth, 2018). The transcript and analysis were created
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during Week Two and were sent to the participants at least two days prior to the follow up
interview; this timeline ensured the time together focused on clarifying and providing additional
necessary information to finalize analysis. This conversation began with a quick review of the
informed consent form, a reminder of the pseudonyms being used, and a confirmation that the
video conference call could be recorded. The follow up questions were then asked; once follow
up questions concluded, I went over the analysis with the participant and asked for any changes
to the transcript and the analysis. Three participants requested changes (one to an incorrect word
in the transcript and the other two to wording used in the analysis). Once discussion about the
documents took place, the participants were asked to confirm the preferred method of delivery
for the gift card; all participants opted for electronic delivery and two participants opted out of
receiving the compensation. Last, an overview of how study results will be shared was provided
to the participants.
Data Analysis Procedures
Data analysis processes followed the steps recommended by Lapan et al. (2012): all
interviews were transcribed, patterns in the data were reviewed to create coding using
transcription from the interview recordings and the documents collected, a coding scheme was
created based on the theoretical framework (in particular the theory’s constructs and 20
questionnaire themes), an analytic summary took place for each research question to finalize the
major themes for each question, and a synthesis of differences and similarities finalized the
analysis. The analysis of the data moved from narrow to broad topics in order to describe what
was experienced and how it was experienced (Creswell & Poth, 2018).
Transcripts. A transcription service was hired to increase the convenience and timeliness of
acquiring the transcript (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Once transcripts were received, I listened to
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the recordings while reviewing the transcripts to make sure items such as periods and other parts
of speech are placed as they are interpreted by me (Marshall & Rossman, 2016), to ensure the
context remains the same, and to make sure all words said match what is on the transcript (Rubin
& Rubin, 2012). I paid particular attention to assure nothing was manipulated in a way that lost
the participant’s essence (Marshall & Rossman, 2016).
Coding. The following criteria were used to create codes: they answered the research questions,
they were exhaustive, they were found under just one category, they captured what the
phenomenon was about, and each category was at the same level of generalization (Merriam
&Tisdell, 2016). The first round of coding involved open coding; data were read and notes of
items relevant to answering the research questions were taken (Saldana, 2015). In this first read,
the goal was to be unrestrained with the data but the theoretical framework (in particular, the
constructs and 20 themes) were referenced to assure common language was used throughout the
results and to determine whether non-workplace factors were being introduced. After reviewing
the entire transcript, I moved from open coding to axial coding, by reviewing the notes created
once again and grouping the current themes into broader categories (Saldana, 2015); two rounds
of axial coding were completed for each transcript. The same coding process was done with the
next transcript, this time using the codes created for the previous transcript and seeing how they
may integrate into the second interview. From that, a master list of codes was created (Merriam
& Tisdell, 2016). Once saturation was reached for each group, an analytic summary was created
for each research question (Lapan et al., 2012) in order to finalize the major themes for each
question. A synthesis of differences and similarities took place to finalize the analysis and
answer Research Question Four (Lapan et al., 2012). For each question, no more than five or six
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categories exist in order to reach the greatest level of abstraction and properly present the data
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
Document Analysis of Resumes. A computer program, NViVo, was used in the document
analysis process for the review of resumes. This tool assisted in organizing the data so it was
easy to visually sort and link memos to each code (creating an easier way to find information
within the greater data) (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Content analysis was be applied to the review
of the resumes. These documents were analyzed from the perspective that they are people’s
interpretations of life; I also kept in mind that achievements would be highlighted more than
failures (Rubin & Rubin, 2012). A set of questions (see Appendix M) was created to guide the
analysis and identify the information being reviewed in this process (Marshall & Rossman,
2016). Additionally, a system of open and axial coding (Saldana, 2015) was used in this process.
Demographics and Experiences Survey. The demographics and experiences survey (see
Appendix D) provided an opportunity to understand the participants as individuals. The survey
asked the participants about their identities, education, length of service, and location and was
completed through a University of South Florida provided version of Qualtrics. Descriptive
statistics (in particular measures of central tendency and measures of variation) were used to
analyze the participants’ data.
Methods of Verification
In qualitative research, the concepts of validity and reliability are rejected as the purpose of
qualitative research is to understand phenomenon, not to discover or test a hypothesis (Merriam
& Tisdell, 2016). Merriam and Tisdell, (2016) assert that “validity and reliability in any
qualitative study are about providing information and rationale for the study’s processes and
adequate evidence so that readers can determine the results are trustworthy” (p. 260). Brinkmann
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and Kvale (2015) propose the idea that “precision in description and stringency in meaning
interpretation in qualitative interviews correspond to exactness in quantitative measurements” (p.
33). Because the purpose of qualitative research is different than quantitative methods, different
criteria are used in order to assure the study is authentic and trustworthy (Merriam & Tisdell,
2016).
Trustworthiness. Trustworthiness focuses on telling the story of the phenomenon being
explored (Grbich, 2013). The first strategy used to increase the trustworthiness of this study was
the creation a reflexivity statement prior to interviews beginning (see Appendix O); this
statement assisted me in understanding how biases, values, and experiences affected how I
conducted the research (Creswell & Poth, 2018). This statement is being shared with the results
of the study so others may see how I may have interpreted the results of the study and why the
particular subject was important to me (Creswell & Poth, 2018).
Credibility. The goal of credibility is “to demonstrate that the inquiry was conducted in such a
manner as to ensure that the subject was appropriately identified and described” (Marshall &
Rossman, 2016, p. 261). Credibility is increased when “you are certain that the description and
interpretation correctly reflect experiences and that the reader will be able to recognize the
experience’s description as mirroring aspects of their own experience of the same phenomena,
then credibility is enhanced” (Grbich, 2013, p. 96). In order to ensure credibility took place in
this study, two methods were utilized. First, member checks were instituted; the study’s
participants were asked to provide feedback on initial findings. This method allows for
participants to identify inaccurate interpretation and to provide feedback on whether the
experiences captured are in line with their true experience (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
Additionally, peer review took place. A peer review involves a colleague who is familiar with
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the research topic scanning the raw data in order to evaluate whether the conclusions are accurate
based on the data. The selected peer was removed from the research and had impartial views on
the study (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
Transferability. Transferability is concerned with “ways the study’s findings will be useful to
others in similar situations, with similar research questions or questions of practice” (Marshall &
Rossman, 2016, p. 261). Qualitative studies are “time and context bound so that replication and
generalisation are unlikely outcomes” (Grbich, 2013, p. 5). In transferability, the researcher also
needs to demonstrate how the research will be guided by the theoretical framework (Marshall &
Rossman, 2016). To establish transferability in this study, findings have been presented in an
evidential manner through the use of participants’ quotes and document excerpts (Merriam &
Tisdell, 2016). I have also acknowledged the total number of participants I knew prior to
conducting the study within this chapter (21 of 23 participants).
Consistency. Instead of reliability, qualitative research takes a look at consistency or whether the
data are congruent with the findings, since “information gathered is a function of who gives it
and how skilled the researcher is at getting it” (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 251) – causing
reliability to be impossible in qualitative studies. Brinkmann and Kvale (2015) further add that
“Reliability pertains to the consistency and trustworthiness of research findings” (p. 281); for
researchers, this also means making sure they are not influencing what the participants are
saying. In order to achieve consistency in the study, an audit trail was used; this strategy involves
the use of a research journal to write detailed descriptions of the data collection process, how
categories were created, and how decisions were approached during the study (Merriam &
Tisdell, 2016). The research journal also included feelings and ideas that were made along the
research process (Rubin & Rubin, 2012).
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Transparency. Transparency in data analysis is extremely important. To assure this is
happening, I have retained my notes and recordings so they may be verified, I created (a) a
journal of how the transcripts were prepared with notes on any edits that took place and why, and
(b) a document of coding categories (Rubin & Rubin, 2012).
Ethics
Ethical issues can appear at any phase of the study; I implemented steps to mitigate unethical
situations in this study. I established a supportive and respectful relationship with each
participant by practicing informed consent, uphold the confidentiality of the participants, and
removing harm from the study (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
Relationship with Participants. I paid close attention to establishing a positive relationship with
participants through a series of steps during the data collection process. Due to the tight-knit
community created by fraternity/sorority advisors, I tried to minimize any potential power
dynamic between myself and the participants and also assured them of confidentiality and
privacy (Creswell & Poth, 2018). During interviews, I also reduced any potential interruptions
(Creswell & Poth, 2018), did not pressure participants to answer about instances they could not
recall (Rubin & Rubin, 2012), and respected participants’ cultural, religious, or identity related
norms or differences by anticipating and understanding how to navigate those instances
(Creswell and Poth, 2018). I also steered clear of leading questions, encouraged participants to
conduct interviews in a location where they felt comfortable, and started and ended on time
(Seidman, 2013). Prior to publication, results will be shared with the participants and a list of
funders will be given to participants (Creswell and Poth, 2018).
Informed Consent. In order to create an ethical environment, participants participated in
informed consent. The purpose of informed consent is to help participants understand the
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purpose of the study, the procedures involved with being part of the research design, any
potential risks for participating, and the benefits of participation (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015).
Prior to each interview (both the initial and follow up), participants were given a clear
understanding of what will take place during the study and with the results, including any
potential publication plans (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015). Participants were told their rights
included refusing questions and withdrawing a segment of something they said at any point
during the study (Rubin & Rubin, 2012). Last, complete details about the purpose of the study
were given while debriefing the study with participants after the follow up interview (Brinkmann
& Kvale, 2015).
Reduction of Harm. While in-depth interviewing does not pose a physical risk to individuals,
emotional distress as a result of disclosing experiences that are difficult and humiliation if
participants are identified while reporting results can cause harm (Seidman, 2013). I was
attentive to the body language and tone of participants during interviews to assure they were not
experiencing an invasion of privacy or felt self-conscious answering questions (Merriam &
Tisdell, 2016). I also checked in with participants to assure self-care was taking place during the
process, and was ready to refer them for assistance to appropriate resources in the event there
were residual effects from the interviews, such as anger, frustration, decreased self-esteem, and
pain (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). In the data analysis process, I made sure all data were included
even if it was contradictory to the study’s theoretical framework or others’ responses (Merriam
& Tisdell, 2016). During the reporting process, methods of credibility (member checks and peer
review) were implemented so that information was reported accurately, and no information was
included in the printed results that could cause someone to be arrested, fired, or lose income
(Rubin & Rubin, 2012).
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Confidentiality and Privacy. Confidentiality and privacy were also addressed throughout the
study. During interviews, participants were reminded of topics that needed to be reported if
disclosed (Rubin & Rubin, 2012). Pseudonyms were created for participants prior to interviews
beginning; each participant either chose a pseudonym or one was assigned to them if they did not
have a preference to maintain their anonymity. Any identifying information for the participants
such as position titles or places of work were also modified (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015). While a
master list of all of the information gathered was created (including the names of the participants
and their aliases), that list is kept separately from other gathered information (Creswell and Poth,
2018). With the document analysis portion of this study, anonymity was be provided to each
resume by changing the participants’ names to their assigned pseudonyms and any references to
institutions (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). With interview recordings, efforts were made to mask
identities by using their pseudonyms and reminding them of this throughout the interview
(Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015). Last, any electronic files made are password protected and kept
safe in password protected arenas (Creswell and Poth, 2018), and anything that was printed is
being kept in a locked cabinet to assure privacy while it is not being used (including the research
journal) (Rubin & Rubin, 2012).
Limitations
The limitations present in this study included the research questions versus the research
approach selected, the methods selected, and the participant number compared to the length of
time analysis took. As data analysis was taking place, I found the research questions and research
approach were not completely aligned with the purpose of the study. A phenomenological
approach focuses on experiences of individuals and while those were explored in this study, the
research questions and coding procedures chosen were more in line with a case study approach
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or a grounded theory approach (Marshall and Rossman, 2016; Saldana, 2015). While I originally
thought a limitation of the study would be establishing trust with participants (Marshall &
Rossman, 2016), I found that participants were actually very willing to talk through their
experiences. This increased the data that needed to be analyzed greatly, which made it difficult to
concisely create themes from the expansive number of codes created; if this study is replicated,
future researchers may need to revise the coding method used, streamline the interview guide,
and add questions to the demographic and experiences assessment that allow for the narrowing
down of factors. The document analysis portion also presented some challenges; a resume is
considered a personal document because the person authoring it is deciding what to include
within, making it subjective (Marshall & Rossman, 2016). While comparing resumes to one
another, a lot of inconsistency was found between them, which made it difficult at times to
extrapolate necessary information for the purpose of this study (some focused on job
responsibilities while others focused on achievements; for those who had left the functional area,
some information may have been missing if it was not transferrable to their current or desired
role as well). Additionally, resumes are not created for research purposes and because of this
some did not include the data I was looking for to support the study’s results. Last, the
phenomenological approach to the study made it “labor-intensive and requires a reflexive stance
on the part of the researcher” (Marshall & Rossman, 2016, p. 153). The timeline created was not
in line with the study’s design as it was more time consuming than expected to analyze the data;
it would have been best to add an additional week to the timeline to allow for self-care and
continuous reflexivity while analyzing data.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
RESULTS
The purpose of this chapter is to present the results of the study. The chapter’s introduction
describes the research problem, the purpose of the study, and provides an overview of the
research questions. A review of the demographic information of the participants follows. The
results are then presented; first, the outcome of the document analysis is given, followed by the
results of the semi-structured interviews in order of research question. Finally, the conclusion
summarizes key findings and explains what was discovered.
Introduction
The problem being explored by this study focuses on the attrition factors associated with the
role of fraternity/sorority advisors and the factors contributing to the long-term retention of
fraternity/sorority advisors. While the turnover of campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors is
high, limited research has been conducted to understand why. The phenomenon understanding
why individuals are retained in the position has not been adequately explored either. This study
investigated the experiences of individuals who have served as campus-based student affairs
professionals working in the fraternity and sorority life functional area and answers which
factors led to their retention and attrition. To explore this experience, the following research
questions guided the research:
•

Research Question One: Why do individuals become fraternity/sorority advisors?

•

Research Question Two: What are the characteristics and experiences of individuals
who have persisted long-term in the functional area?
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•

Research Question Three: What are the characteristics and experiences of individuals
who have not persisted long-term in the functional area?

•

Research Question Four: What are the factors that differ between those who persist as
fraternity/sorority advisors and those who do not?

A total of 23 participants completed the study by submitting their resume for document analysis
and participated in an initial semi-structured interview and a follow-up interview within one to
two weeks of the initial interview. The data were analyzed for each research question by
completing an analytic summary along with a synthesis of differences and similarities to
determine the major themes for each question (Lapan et al., 2012).
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample
The study encompassed a convenience sample of 23 individuals including 12 who had
departed from the campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor role and 11 who have been retained
in the campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor role. Participants’ demographic information was
attained through a questionnaire (see Appendix D) completed by all participants prior to initial
interviews taking place. The demographic characteristics of the sample are demonstrated in
Table 2. Participants self-identified as African American/Black (13%), Asian/Native
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (4%), Hispanic/Latinx (13%), Multiracial/ethnic (13%), and White
(57%). The participants also included men (35%) and women (65%). Participant ages ranged
from 30-50 years old, with 44 percent of the participants being in the 30-35 age group, 39
percent in the 36-40, and nine percent in both the 41-45 group and 46-50 group. The marital
status of the participants included married (57%), single (35%), and divorced (9%); 57 percent of
the participants were parents while 43 percent were not. Participants’ geographic location in the
United States at the time of participation in the study included five in the Mid-Atlantic region
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(21%), 11 in the Midwest (48%), one in New England (4%), one in the Pacific Coast (4%), one
in the Rocky Mountain region (4%), four in the Southern region (17%). Three participants had a
terminal degree (13%), with all other participants having a Master’s degree (87%) as the highest
degree attained. The overall sample spent a range of three to 20 years in a campus-based
fraternity/sorority advisor role with an average of 10.52 years spent in the role; when broken
down by group, the attrition group spent an average nine years in a campus-based
fraternity/sorority advisor role while the average for the retention group was 12.18 years. For the
participants in the attrition group, all but four remained in campus-based roles but transitioned to
other functional areas or roles including admissions, career development, case management,
conduct, faculty, new student programs, and student government; the four participants in the
attrition group who were not in campus-based roles worked for fraternity/sorority headquarters in
chapter operations or fundraising. Of the 23 participants who were part of the study, 21 were
individuals I previously knew (although the depth of my relationship with each of the
participants I knew varied).
Table 2. Demographics of n = 23 Participants in Study
Ethnicity
African American/Black
Asian/Native Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander
Hispanic/Latinx
Multiracial/ethnic
White

3 (13%)
1 (4%)
3 (13%)
3 (13%)
13 (57%)

Gender
Man
Woman

8 (35%)
15 (65%)

Age
Range
30-35
36-40
41-45
46-50

30 years – 50 years
10 (44%)
9 (39%)
2 (9%)
2 (9%)
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Table 2. Demographics of n = 23 Participants in Study (Continued)
Marital Status
Divorced
Married
Single

2 (9%)
13 (57%)
8 (35%)

Caregiver Status
Parent of one or more children
Range of number of children
None

10 (43%)
1 – 3 children
13 (57%)

Geographic Region
Mid Atlantic
Midwest
New England
Pacific Coast
Rocky Mountain
Southern

5 (21%)
11 (48%)
1 (4%)
1 (4%)
1 (4%)
4 (17%)

Degree Type
Master’s Degree
Terminal Degree

20 (87%)
3 (13%)

Years in the Functional Area (Full Sample)
Range
Mean

3 years – 20 years
10.52 years

Years in the Functional Area (By Group)
Attrition Group Range
Attrition Group Mean

3 years – 20 years
9.00 years

Retention Group Range
Retention Group Mean

7 years to 17 years
12.18 years.

Results
Document Analysis. Participants submitted their most recent resume as part of their participation
in the study. The purpose of the document analysis portion of the study was to determine
whether particular characteristics were prominent in the job descriptions, accomplishments,
and/or duties as reported by the participants. Coding of resumes yielded a total of 109 codes for
the attrition group and 150 for the retention group. Codes focused on the job responsibilities,
achievements, education, professional development, and professional involvement of
participants. The following were found in at least half (six or more times) of the resumes of the
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both attrition and retention group: awards received while in role (whether from the institution or
an external entity related to the campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor role), a Master’s degree
in Student Affairs (or related program), a diverse set of professional development experiences
(including fraternity/sorority institute facilitation, involvement in own sorority or fraternity,
involvement with the Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors, presenting at the Association
of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors Annual Meeting, and volunteer work with fraternities and
sororities other than their own whether through facilitating a leadership experience or serving in
committees), and responsibilities that included coordinating leadership development experiences,
fraternity/sorority housing (either within their department or as a liaison to another department or
to House Corporations), on-call or crisis response responsibilities, and supervision of multiple
levels of staff. The differences between the two groups were isolated to the job responsibilities
highlighted and the achievements reached. The following job responsibilities appeared in more
than half of the resumes of those in the attrition group but not in the retention group: advising the
Panhellenic Association, overall programming responsibilities for the fraternity/sorority
community (which includes educational, recognition, or community development programs), and
organizational conduct process facilitation. For the retention group, an achievement that was
highlighted was that at least seven of the individuals had reached a Director level position and
had responsibility for the program’s assessment, strategic planning, policy creation and
enforcement, educational and risk reduction programs, had non-fraternity and sorority life
responsibilities included within the role (whether as part of a greater department that included
other areas outside of fraternity and sorority life or as part of the leadership team of student
affairs), supervised three individuals or less, and worked for departments that oversaw three
governing councils. Those retained in the role also highlighted their membership in the
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Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors in their resume. Table 3 provides an overview of the
frequency these characteristics were found in participant resumes.
Table 3. Frequency of Document Analysis Characteristics in Participant Resumes
Characteristic

Number of
Participants

Total Frequency
Found

Attrition and Retention Group
AFA Annual Meeting Presenter
Award received while in role
Fraternity/Sorority Housing included
Fraternity/Sorority Institute facilitation
Involved in own sorority or fraternity
Involvement with AFA
Leadership Development responsibilities
On-call/crisis response responsibilities
Student Affairs Master’s
Supervision of multiple levels of staff
Volunteer with fraternity/sorority other than own

12
17
12
19
16
17
18
12
20
12
15

34
51
17
32
22
23
32
18
20
14
63

Retention Group Only
3 governing councils
AFA Member
Assessment responsibilities
Educational programming responsibilities
Fraternity/Sorority Life Director
Institutional Committees member
Non-fraternity/sorority life responsibilities included
Policy creation and enforcement
Risk reduction education responsibilities
Strategic Planning responsibilities
Supervision of 3 or less staff

6
9
10
9
7
7
6
6
10
8
6

8
9
22
19
8
16
8
9
14
13
6

Attrition Group Only
Advised Panhellenic
Conduct as part of role
Overall programming responsibilities

7
7
6

8
10
7

Interviews. The main purpose of this study was to examine the experiences that led to the
retention and attrition of campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors. Semi-structured interviews
and follow up interviews allowed for the examination of patterns and themes that yielded an
understanding of factors leading to retention and attrition in this role. The following research
questions were examined in the study:
•

Research Question One: Why do individuals become fraternity/sorority advisors?
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•

Research Question Two: What are the characteristics and experiences of individuals who
have persisted long-term in the functional area?

•

Research Question Three: What are the characteristics and experiences of individuals
who have not persisted long-term in the functional area?

•

Research Question Four: What are the factors that differ between those who persist as
fraternity/sorority advisors and those who do not?

The next four sections will provide the results that answer the research questions through the
reporting of themes and related codes. It is important to note that as results are referred to as
factors, factors are inclusive of characteristics and experiences.
Research Question One: Factors Influencing Individuals to Become Campus-Based
Fraternity/Sorority Advisors
A total of 185 comments were provided by participants in both groups. These comments were
analyzed to answer this research question. Open coding was the initial process used to code these
comments, followed by two rounds of axial coding which resulted in the following six themes:
(1) involvement in student life as an undergraduate student, (2) participants were recruited or
inspired by a student affairs entity to enter the profession, (3) fraternity/sorority life served as a
vehicle for entry into/maintenance in student affairs work, (4) an external factor influenced
functional area entry, (5) an internal factor influenced functional area entry, and (6) desire to
create an impact in the day-to-day work of the campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor.
Those who become campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors were highly involved students
in their undergraduate institution’s student life, whether as a member of their fraternity/sorority
or within it and beyond. These individuals had little knowledge of student affairs as a field and
were recruited or inspired to join the student affairs profession by a student affairs entity (a
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professional or paraprofessional in different functional areas with whom they worked). The
fraternity/sorority functional area became a vehicle for their work in student affairs by providing
an entry into the field through a graduate assistantship in fraternity/sorority life or through
related full-time work or volunteering before a graduate program; in some cases, the
fraternity/sorority life functional area is what provided retention in a campus-based student
affairs capacity. Several external and internal factors influenced their entry into the functional
area such as work experience in fraternity/sorority headquarters, graduate assistantship
experiences, feeling they were uniquely qualified for fraternity/sorority work due to pre-student
affairs professional experiences, an unremarkable experience with their own fraternity/sorority
advisor, the impact the experience had on them as an undergraduate student, belief in the
experience or their own fraternity/sorority mission, and a passion for or connection to
fraternity/sorority work. One final theme participants noted for entry into the functional area was
a desire or attraction to the day-to-day work of the fraternity/sorority advisor including a desire
to make positive change as part of their career, the depth of fraternity/sorority life work, and an
appeal to create access for and serve as a support system to college students. Table 4
demonstrates the code mapping for the second axial codes and each theme.
Table 4. Code Map for Second Axial Codes and Each Theme Answering Research
Question One
Axial Code 2
Involvement in undergraduate FSL
Involved in other undergraduate areas
Involvement as an undergraduate student
Tapped by FSA
Tapped into the field by graduate student in student
affairs
Tapped into field by student affairs professionals
Inspired by student affairs professional

Theme
Involvement in Student Life as an Undergraduate
Student
Was recruited or inspired by a student affairs entity
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Table 4. Code Map for Second Axial Codes and Each Theme Answering Research
Question One (Continued)
Axial Code 2
Post-undergraduate work not fulfilling
Non-student affairs graduate program considered first
Non-student affairs graduate program completed
Pulled to student affairs work
Work as FSL consultant
Realized enjoyment of student affairs work v. major
work
Career exploration while highly involved as an
undergraduate student
Undergraduate major not fulfilling

Theme
FSL as a vehicle for entry into/maintenance in student
affairs work

FSL Graduate assistantship opportunity
Other graduate experience opportunity
FSL professional experience opportunity
FSL volunteer experience post-undergrad
Re-directed to work with FSL
Uniquely qualified for FSA roles
Inspired by other FSAs’ work
Unremarkable experience with FSA
Impact of experience on self
Effect of hardship faced in undergraduate institution
Personal circumstances
Positive views about what the FSL experience could be
Belief in the intended impact of the experience
Belief in one’s own organization mission
Pulled into FSL work
Invested in FSL work
Passion for FSL work after working in it
Connection to FSL work after working in it
Enjoyment of FSL work

An external factor influenced functional area entry

Desire to make positive change in career
Desire to work with people
Desire to develop professionally in student affairs
holistically
Desire to create access for students
Depth of FSL work is deeper than other areas
FSA as support system for students
FSA as advocate of the FSL experience
FSA as vehicle for positive change

The day-to-day work of the FSA

An internal factor influenced functional area entry

Theme 1. Involvement in Student Life as an Undergraduate Student. Participants described
how experiences as undergraduate students led them to become a campus-based
fraternity/sorority advisor; these experienced included involvement in their undergraduate
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fraternity/sorority chapter or governing council along with involvement in other areas of campus
life as student leaders and departmental student employees. “Alexander” recalls the following: “I
was voluntold [sic] to be in a lot of different positions… I served as president of my chapter,
membership intake chair, vice president.” Alexander then discussed what he believed was his
biggest involvement as an undergraduate student over a three-year span, serving in the National
Pan-Hellenic Council: “And that was the part that I was voluntold for (laughs). Secretary one
year. The next year vice president, finally being president of the NPHC.” “Sarah” discussed how
as a first year student she was hired as a student assistant in the student life office and was
inspired to pursue the role: “…getting to know more about the activities and events on campus
was an excellent way to kind of pique my curiosity while getting paid… Eventually I moved into
a specific student assistant role working with the fraternity and sorority life area. It was a lot of
the behind the scenes work, keeping up with rosters, helping out with the programs for the
campus-based advisor. And then at some point I remember them saying, ‘Did you know you can
go get your master's degree and do this for a living?’ And I was like, ‘What? That happens?’ And
I'm like, ‘I get it. It makes sense because there's a whole bunch of other people in the office that
are professionals while I'm working in the office’. And so that's when I just started exploring that
a little bit more.”
Theme 2. Was Recruited or Inspired by a Student Affairs Entity. For this theme, participants
discussed being tapped into student affairs by their own fraternity/sorority advisor, a graduate
student pursuing a degree in student affairs, or another student affairs professional. Participants
also discussed how student affairs professionals became career inspirations for them. “Eliza”
described how she was tapped into the profession: “Very quickly I became connected to folks
like Alison Gray (name changed to preserve confidentiality) in the fraternity and sorority life
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office there, her and the Dean of Students’ mentorship kind of fostered that this is a career. Many
days I am thankful for that talk. Other days I'm like, why did they bring it up? (laughs)” As she
worked with the Coordinator of Orientation at her institution, “Gianna” became interested in
student affairs and recalls the conversation that helped her understand student affairs was a
career and got her to pursue it, “’Jane (name changed to preserve confidentiality), I know I just
want to be an orientation leader the rest of my life’. And she was like, ‘What do you mean the
rest of your life?’ And I was like, ‘Yeah, I want to do that.’ And she says, ‘Have you thought
about student affairs?’”
Theme 3. Fraternity and Sorority Life as a Vehicle for Entry Into/Maintenance in Student
Affairs Work. This theme focused on how for some of the participants, fraternity/sorority life
became their gateway into student affairs work as a result of serving as a leadership consultant
for their fraternity/sorority, work associated with their major or their post-undergraduate fulltime work not being fulfilling, a non-student affairs graduate program was considered or finished
and student affairs was found along the way, and they began exploring a new career while highly
involved as an undergraduate student. “Charles” did not attend a student affairs program for his
master’s. After earning his master’s degree, he worked for a consulting firm and as part of that
role, he oversaw their college recruiting program. He says the following about the position:
“…the only part about the job I liked was the college recruitment part: spending time with
students and learning more about their hopes and dreams and how this business could be part of
that for them. That is what kind of pushed me more to say, ‘Okay, I need to go into higher ed.’
So I took a 70 percent pay cut.” Following his undergraduate years, “Edwin” worked as a
consultant for his fraternity and remembers experiencing frustration after spending two or three
weeks working with one chapter and then having to leave them. “I feel like I would make some
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progress and then I'm gone. And I'm like, ‘I can provide a lot more substantive support in an oncampus role.’”
Theme 4. An External Factor Influenced Functional Area Entry. For this theme, participants
discussed how the opportunity to work with fraternity/sorority life became their path as a result
of factors motivated by circumstances or other individuals (such as being hired for a
fraternity/sorority graduate assistantship or professional experience opportunity, serving as a
volunteer post-undergrad for their fraternity/sorority, unique experiences that qualified them for
fraternity/sorority advisor roles, being inspired by other fraternity/sorority advisors’ work, or
having unremarkable experiences with their own fraternity/sorority advisor). As an
undergraduate student, “Julianna” did not have a close working relationship with her
fraternity/sorority advisor and after traveling as a leadership consultant for her sorority, she
realized there was opportunity in this relationship. Julianna said, “…normally people that have a
positive relationship go do the work we do. Right? ‘Oh, I loved my Greek advisor. That's why I
became a Greek advisor.’ I actually was the opposite. I didn't have a relationship… I want to
give what I didn't have.” “Marie” discussed going into full-time work as a campus-based
fraternity/sorority advisor because of what she learned in her experiences prior to full-time
student affairs work. “I think it was because I knew it, and I say that not all-knowing, like
sounding cocky that I know it all. Like I definitely still do not know it all, but I think it was the
area that I felt the most comfortable in having done an assistantship for two years.”
Theme 5. An Internal Factor Influenced Functional Area Entry. This theme revealed the
personal connection participants have to fraternity/sorority life as a functional area. Several
codes became part of this particular theme including the impact their fraternal experience had on
them, the potential the fraternal experience could have if what it was designed for was fulfilled,
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a belief in one’s own organization mission, a passion for or connection to fraternity/sorority
work after working in it, and enjoyment of fraternity/sorority life work. “Antonio” spent some
time working for his fraternity after his undergraduate years. His passion for fraternity/sorority
life was expanded while in this role and influenced his desire to pursue graduate education in
student development: “I applied and got a job working for my fraternity as a leadership
consultant and an expansion coordinator. I did that for two years and started to really develop
more of a passion for fraternity/sorority life. And after two years I started looking for a graduate
opportunity.” “Annette’s” sorority experience had a significant effect on her and as a result, she
developed a deep belief in the experience. Annette described her feelings about the
fraternity/sorority experience: “I just really believed in the mission of my organization. And from
what I understood about everyone else's mission as well, I just knew that was meaningful
involvement, like Astin describes, meaningful involvement in a fraternity or sorority can make a
huge, huge difference in a student's life. It did for me.”
Theme 6. Desire to Impact in the Day-to-Day Work of the Campus-Based Fraternity/Sorority
Advisor. For this theme, participants saw the potential of the campus-based fraternity/sorority
advisor role to make positive change, work with others and make a difference, create access and
a support system for students, serve as an advocate for the fraternity/sorority experience, and
develop professionally in student affairs holistically. Additionally, when compared to other
functional areas, participants saw fraternity/sorority life work as deeper. “Derek” found that in
fraternity/sorority life, you build deeper and stronger relationships with students in ways you do
not do in other areas: “The relationships that you build with students are just different in
fraternities and sororities; the student leaders, the chapter presidents, the executive boards, it's
just a different closeness… That relationship building piece is what helped me make the next
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career move down the road.” “Audrey” saw the fraternity/sorority advisor role as an opportunity
to showcase the benefits of the fraternal experience and wanted to advocate for those: “Having
such a transformational experience while I was in my chapter I think made me want to even
advocate for that experience and make sure students had an experience that was more similar to
mine.”
Research Question 2: The Characteristics and Experiences of Individuals who have
Persisted Long-term in the Functional Area
The second research question focused on the 11 participants in the retention group of the sample
(those who persisted in the functional area long-term). A total of 405 comments were offered by
the participants focused on these characteristics and experiences. The comments were grouped
following two rounds of axial coding into the following five themes: (1) the complexity in duties
and expectations associated with the role demand deep knowledge and experience, (2) internal
factors that influence completion of the work, (3) institutional factors present that demonstrate
support to the employee and the fraternity/sorority program, (4) the need for balance between
everyday life and the fraternity/sorority advisor experience, and (5) a support system as a
necessity for continuing the work. Participants who have persisted long-term in the campusbased fraternity/sorority advisor position have found the role to include a complex set of duties
and expectations that demand deep knowledge and experience including: a dynamic relationship
with a variety of constituents, demonstration of competence, serving as a guardian of the
institution, exhibiting particular skills needed in the role, understanding that creating cultural
change is part of the role, and preparation for the role. Participants had internal factors or
characteristics that influenced their approach to complete their work such as a spirit of
innovation, adjusting to get the work done, belief in the fraternity/sorority experience, seeking
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congruence of values between the employee and the environment, fulfillment and progress
experienced in the work, desired outcomes of the work, and altruism as part of the role. They
also expressed the essential institutional factors or characteristics needed to demonstrate support
to the employee and the fraternity/sorority program which positively affect the work completed
by the campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor including institutional dedication to the
fraternity/sorority life program's success, reinforcements provided to the employee, and the
supervisor's impact on the employee. Finally, they discussed the role balance between everyday
life and the position (including how they navigated external factors) and the necessity to have a
strong support system have on persisting in the role. Table 5 provides an overview of the code
map for the second axial codes.
Table 5. Code Map for Second Axial Codes and Each Theme Answering Research
Question Two
Axial Code 2

Themes

A dynamic relationship with a variety of constituents
Demonstration of competence
Guardian of the institution
Skills needed in the role
Understanding that creating cultural change is part of
the role
Preparation
A spirit of innovation
Adjusting to get the work done
Belief in the FSL experience
Congruence of values between employee and the
environment
Fulfillment and progress experienced in work
Outcomes of the work
Altruism is part of the role
Institutional dedication to the FSL program's success
Reinforcements provided to the employee
Supervisor's impact on the employee
Navigating external factors
Work/life balance
A support system for continuing the work

The complexity in duties and expectations associated
with the role demand deep knowledge and experience

Internal factors are present that influence completion of
the work

Institutional factors are present that demonstrate
support to the employee and the FSL program
A balance is being sought between everyday life and
the FSA experience
A support system is necessary for continuing the work
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Theme 1. The Complexity in Duties and Expectations Associated with the Role Demands Deep
Knowledge and Experience. Participants discussed how complex both the duties and
expectations surrounding the campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor role are. The role is
considered one with many dimensions that requires deep knowledge by those who are in it. To
explain this phenomenon, participants discussed the dynamic relationships that exist with a
variety of constituents (including students, alumni, higher level administrators, inter/national
organizations and their staff and governing boards, umbrella groups, parents and families, and
the local community among others), the ongoing need to demonstrate competence to different
constituents while in the role, the expectation placed upon fraternity/sorority advisors to serve as
guardians of the institutions they work for, the preparation needed to succeed in the role, how
vital creating cultural change is to the role, and skills needed to be successful (which included a
wide range such as assessment, navigating politics, curriculum development and facilitation,
strategic planning, supervision of others, and working with students). “Arizona” recalls her
experiences working with a variety of constituents: “I think specifically in fraternity and sorority
life, I feel like we are often professional middlemen. We are listening to students, we're listening
to headquarters, we're listening to the institution. It is a nonstop relaying of information to each
other and finding grace in between.” Alexander provides a thorough explanation of how and in
which spaces fraternity/sorority advisors have to demonstrate competence: “…you have to do the
research. You have to go above and beyond. You can't just walk in with it… you have to go in
with, ‘I've looked at peer institutions, I've done the benchmarking, I know what the studies say.’
And you have to be ready to bring those things to the table and present yourself as a professional
so that people will give you the space, if they believe you know what you're talking about and
you can demonstrate that. I feel like your competence is always on the table. You always have to
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justify it. Because once they accept you are competent in what you're doing, then that's where
change happens.” When working with fraternities and sororities, change can be a dichotomy; in
some communities it can be about trying to change bad behavior while in others it is about
developing students. Audrey described how change management as a fraternity/sorority advisor
looks different depending on the campus at which you are working: “… there it was a culture
that was too hard to change. At the end of the day, it was more about putting out the fires,
dealing with the crisis situations, doing the investigations for a variety of judicial issues. It wasn't
any of the positive creating change such as helping students plan great events, and having them
develop as leaders and have a positive experience in their leadership role.”
Theme 2. Internal Factors that Influence Completion of the Work. For this theme, participants
described several factors or characteristics that were internal motivators which allowed them to
complete the work of a fraternity/sorority advisor, including a spirit of innovation, making
adjustments to oneself to get the work done, a belief in the fraternity/sorority experience,
experiencing congruence in values between themselves and the work environment, fulfillment
and progress experienced in the work, having positive outcomes of the work, and altruism related
to the role. “Simone” touches on the adjustment fraternity/sorority advisors have to make in
order to thrive in completing their work: “I think some of it is definitely self-training, you know
what I mean? Like I was saying before, not having to go to everything or to those late meetings,
or always being accessible via phone… conscious decisions you can make yourself...” Arizona
commented on how believing in the experience helped to maintain her in the role: “I believe in
what fraternities and sororities are. On my worst days I can sit back and think it is still good for
people. It is still important and I can still inspire people to be greater. I think that's what gets me
to feel like I can still do this really well.” “Lucy” touched on the feedback she has received from

136

parents and families regarding the fraternity/sorority experience, which demonstrates the
altruism involved in the role: “… just being able to engage with them and hear like, ‘Wow, this
is really impacting our students' lives.’ And the satisfaction at the end of the day really is about
the student experience. How are we contributing to them being just better people, right, in the
long run, how are we inspiring them to find something new that they're passionate about?”
Theme 3. Institutional Factors Present that Demonstrate Support to the Employee and the
Fraternity/Sorority Program. For this theme, participants discussed the different factors or
characteristics present at institutions that demonstrate support for the role, which then leads to
their retention in the position. The components of this theme include institutional dedication to
the fraternity and sorority program's success (evidenced by characteristics such as providing
adequate staffing and programming budgets, presence of higher level administrators at events or
in high stakes decisions, and providing adequate office space for operations), reinforcements
provided to the employee (such as advancement opportunities, increase in compensation,
professional development, and working conditions to match the expected work output like
flexible hours and a healthy working environment), and a supervisor's impact on the employee.
Lucy provided a comprehensive view of how the institution’s support of the fraternity/sorority
community serves as a reinforcer to stay in the functional area, “… provide resources, whether
that is resources for professional development, resources for staff, resources for space, resources
for collaboration. Resources could even be time on your VP's calendar to have those mentoring
moments, but also moments to give updates on what our community's doing.” On the opposite
spectrum, Julianna talks about the difficulty she has experienced with institutional support
toward the fraternity/sorority community amidst its growth, “… my community has grown by 47
percent. (pause) I used to spend anywhere between $21 to $24 a student a year and I'm single
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numbers now… And then we've had another budget cut and our enrollment's down right now. So
we're probably going to have another budget cut. It's more with less and I get it.” In her
interview, Julianna demonstrated frustration toward her institution and discussed the potential of
her leaving the role soon as a result of the lack of support the institution has provided the
functional area. When it comes to supervisors, Antonio discussed their effect on longevity, “I
think had I not had supervisors that were interested in seeing me grow and allowed me to make
change, I don't know if I would have continued as long if I have. So I think they are key to that
longevity for me.” Gianna discussed the approach supervisors have taken with her that has
helped her stay in the role long-term: “I'm really thankful that I've always had supervisors that I
don't want to say have allowed me to do my own thing, but really work on my own kind of
timeline as long as I'm meeting the bigger timeline and I'm not messing anything up too badly.
But they've allowed me to do that. They've said, you know, my door's open and you can ask
questions, but I've hired you to do a job, to do that.” “Angelica” provided two perspectives
regarding supervisors she’s had in fraternity/sorority life roles: “I value a supervisor that's
supportive, that will go to bat for me. And I've had that. At Horizon State, the director was fine,
and she definitely supported us but I didn't feel pushed, which is why I was more willing to leave
Horizon State. The director that I had when I started at Metropolitan University definitely had
that. Having that support has been very important to me. Knowing they have my back...”
“Tiffannee” described her trajectory in fraternity/sorority advising and discussed support
demonstrated by higher level administration. “The vice president came to me while in the midst
of ramping up a sorority housing project, which has since screeched to a halt, and she said, ‘You
know, we really think that now is a great time to make Greek life its own department. So we're
promoting you to be the director. Your staff will shift this summer. We will find a new space for
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you on campus because obviously we couldn't continue to work in that office space.’”
Unfortunately, a lack of advancement opportunities led to Antonio leaving an institution, “I left
Osprey because of advancement. There was a lack of advancement opportunities for me.”
Advancement was not always seen as a change in title for all participants; adding supervision
responsibilities over a full-time staff member translated to advancement for Audrey. “I think for
me being able to supervise a full-time professional was something that has kept me here. I had
begun to seek out opportunities that did provide me with that full-time supervision. So the fact
that that was the reality that came to fruition here, something that kept me here was adding a new
professional experience and allowing me that personal and professional growth.”
Theme 4. The Need for Balance Between Everyday Life and the Fraternity/Sorority Advisor
Experience. While the theoretical framework for the study focuses on factors associated with the
work environment, reasons connected with the participants’ personal lives were mentioned
substantially and could not be ignored. This theme encompasses navigating external factors
(including pets, children, family, partners, desire to live in a diverse area, and being close to the
place you call home) and a desire to reach work/life balance. While discussing the need to create
a support system, Gianna touched upon the lack of work/life balance in a fraternity/sorority
advisor’s life: “I struggle with it also because like I do bring work home physically and
emotionally. It's hard to separate that.” Part of maintaining mental health in the role involves
utilizing external factors to bring a sense of normalcy to your life. Alexander described how his
relationship with his dog helped him establish routine and a more balanced life: “I've had to learn
a lot of different things and that's probably the biggest thing. I get home and there's a little furry
thing looking at me and tail wagging all over the place and you forget about work because you're
cracking up cause like you can't help it.” For persons of color, being in an area that is diverse has
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an effect on their desire to stay in the area, as evidenced by Antonio. “My mom is from an island
in the Caribbean and so to be in an area where, you know, I'm not interacting with anybody that
speaks my other language is (pause), so there is a personal piece to why I left there.”
Theme 5. A Support System as a Necessity for Continuing the Work. The concept of having an
established support system in this role was heavily discussed in the study as a necessity to carry
out the role well. Participants discussed this support system being made up of colleagues within
the institution and in the department, functional area colleagues, mentors, and those they
supervise. Gianna created a robust support system of different entities and discussed how that
affected her longevity. “It's nice to have that network of mentors and peers and folks that I can
turn to either be like, ‘Did I mess up?’ or ‘What should I have done in these different things?’ Or
even just like, ‘Hey, can you just listen to me just (throw up sound) telling the thing?’ and not
stopping me to actually explain what an MRABA is or who the NIC is. You meet those people
who help you. And I think through the connections that I've made with mentors and peers and
colleagues, that's what's helped me stay in this field and doing this work.” Alexander pointed out
the effect colleagues at institutions where he has worked had on his work as a fraternity/sorority
advisor. “Oh, those colleagues you can have that confidential conversation are valuable. I feel
like everybody needs at least one or two of those people in order to maintain their sanity. I don't
need you to problem solve. I just need you to just be an ear to reinforce the concept I am saying.
Especially being a person of color, I just need to know that what I'm seeing really is what's
happening and it's not something that I'm just making up.” Lucy talked about the importance
having a supportive team within her department has had on her work/life balance and satisfaction
at work: “I'm really excited I get to go home today at five o'clock as I had something going on
and then other things come up and I can't do that anymore. But that doesn't happen very often.
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I've got such a supportive team that if I had something that I had to do or be at, I've got two
associate directors and my supervisor, somebody would step in.” Julianna has spent the last few
years working with fraternity/sorority advisors in her region to get together at least quarterly for
professional development purposes. She credited these functional area colleagues near her
institution for reducing her burnout as a solo campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor. “In a lot
of these schools I listed, there's only one person. It allows you the opportunity to talk to someone
that's specifically Greek, that knows what you're going through, that's also getting burned out,
that you can connect with.”
Research Question Three: Characteristics and Experiences of Individuals who have not
Persisted Long-Term in the Functional Area
A total of 421 comments provided by participants in the attrition group were used for open
coding to answer this research question. The comments were grouped following two rounds of
axial coding, yielding 118 in the first round and 12 in the second round. As a result of the second
round of axial coding, the following six themes emerged: (1) skills, traits, experiences, and
knowledge required is deep, (2) institutional culture affects longevity in the functional area, (3)
certain motivation factors were used to accomplish the work, (4) adjustment is necessary in the
role, (5) there are particular individuals who affect the role positively and negatively, and (6)
competition exists from different entities that entices people away from the campus-based
fraternity/sorority advisor role. Participants experiencing attrition in the fraternity/sorority
functional area discussed the depth associated with the skills, traits, experiences, and knowledge
needed to persist in the role. As part of this overview, attention was placed on how access to
professional development helps fraternity/sorority advisors be successful. Additionally, factors
or characteristics related to institutional culture (such as upper level administration support,
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supervisor’s style and skills, working conditions, advancement, and staff structures) have on
functional area longevity. Participants identified different motivational factors involved in
accomplishing the work of fraternity/sorority advisors including a desire to get things done,
belief in the work, job responsibilities, and work/life balance. A need to adjust to obstacles
associated with the role and experiences in one’s personal life played a role in the attrition of
fraternity/sorority advisors. Fraternity/sorority advisors’ work and interactions have both a
positive and negative effect on whether someone chooses to stay in the role. Finally, different
entities (such as other functional areas or organizations focused on fraternity/sorority life) are
seeking the talents of fraternity/sorority advisors. Opportunities and interests available outside of
the day-to- day work with fraternities and sororities also leads to departure from the role. Table 6
demonstrates the code mapping for the second-round axial codes.
Table 6. Code Map for Second Axial Codes and Each Theme Answering Research
Question Three
Axial Code 2
Access to professional development is key
Skills, traits, experiences, and knowledge required is
deep

Themes
Skills, traits, experiences, and knowledge required is
deep

Institutional culture affects longevity in the functional
area
Advancement matters
FSL staff structure has an effect on attrition

Institutional culture affects longevity in the functional
area

Desire to get things done
Motivation for the work

Motivation factors to accomplish the work

Obstacles to overcome
Personal life
Individuals affect positively and negatively

Adjustment is necessary

Competition for past FSAs services

Competition from different entities

Individuals affect positively and negatively

Theme 1. Skills, Traits, Experiences, and Knowledge Required is Deep. Similar to the retention
group, the attrition group participants also discussed the depth in skills, traits, experiences, and
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knowledge needed to serve as a campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor. For this theme,
participants highlighted the role that professional development played in retaining them in the
role. Additionally, participants described skills (such as navigating politics, problem solving,
collaboration, business management, and relationship building) and traits (like adaptability,
relatability, integrity, patience, and confidence) needed in the role. When it comes to
experiences, participants discussed navigating political environments, crisis management,
conduct processes, policy and procedure creation, having to protect the institution’s brand, and
dismantling systems. When asked about the role professional development played in his
retention as a campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor, Derek replied with the following: “I
think that the network of professional development kept me grounded and kept me engaged. I
would say it definitely had an impact on that. Would I have, if I would've got to attend NASPA,
stayed another year? Probably not. But I really think, especially in the AFA piece, that those
challenges and that network that I was building probably kept me in longer than what I realized.”
“Deonte” spoke about the need to balance functional area knowledge and student affairs
knowledge as it related to professional development experiences. “I think that's something that
I've always been thankful for cause I would go to AFA but I will also go to NASPA, and that
was something that I would really enjoy, being able to get that specific functional area
professional development but also tied into what's happening overall.” When it comes to the
skills, traits, and knowledge needed, Edwin explained the need to understand how to navigate
politics in the role. “I think even though I knew how political institutions were, I underestimated
just how political things were. I think I also underestimated the influence of certain stakeholders
like alumni for example. Right? Or just trying to balance. I talk about this still in my work as a
faculty member, just how I think fraternity/sorority life professionals are dealing with the most.
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They are in just a political hard place. ‘I'm never going to please everyone,’ but they get very
little support, and are expected to balance all these different stakeholders.” Eliza discussed the
expectation from employers to protect the brand of the institution and the reason for it. “I
honestly think that, when I think about reputational damage due to an incident in fraternity and
sorority, it is one of those sleeping bears that can make or break a year or a headline for an
organization.” Annette mentioned how relationship building played a role in the position: " I
think relationships and collaboration was always really important to me and the work was pretty
conducive to it.” Later in the interview, she provided an example of how relationships affect the
role: “When I was in fraternity/sorority life, the times when I, for whatever reason, whether it
was something that I should attribute to myself or maybe it was the other party in the
relationship, when I couldn't build relationships and couldn't build a collaborative attitude, that's
where the work was really hard for me.”
Theme 2. Institutional Culture Affects Longevity in the Functional Area. Participants for this
theme described how institutional culture affects longevity in the functional area in matters such
as coworker relationships, values congruence and incongruence, the employee recognition that
takes place, and the reinforcements that are provided. Participants also discussed how
advancement and the structure of the fraternity/sorority department influence longevity. “Peggy”
described how many of these factors affected her longevity. “Yeah, I mean, in that role on
campus, I had a very supportive supervisor and also worked in an office that had six full-time
staff members in fraternity and sorority life. And so that made it easier to stick around because
there was significant institutional support at the time, significant colleague support.” “Tiger”
explained how advancement and a supervisor who did not advocate for the area became a
challenge for him as a fraternity/sorority advisor, which resulted in him leaving the functional
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area. “No, none were presented to me. I tried for a while but then I realized I was just beating a
dead horse because my supervisor would keep saying that you can't be promoted unless there's
more work added to your plate, like you just don't get promoted because of whatever. I took that
for a while and then I said, well the community… we had added like eight chapters while I was
there. We created a new council. The addition of graduate staff were added to me. I felt like new
work had been added. In his mind, it wasn't enough to be elevated to the level of promotion.
Even though I did like him, he often wasn't a good advocate for staff. I don't think he knew how
to advocate.” Sarah spoke about the effect being nominated for an opportunity had on her as a
fraternity/sorority advisor and in feeling recognized by the institution: “I think one of the
impactful things that I went through as a professional was being nominated for a women in
leadership development program that was supported in our region and people who were
nominated were individuals that they saw leadership potential in. So I felt like at the time I was
an interim director and being nominated for something like that was really helpful to gain that
self-confidence.” Participants significantly focused on their supervisors and higher level
administration in this theme. “Rose” spoke about how her supervisor influenced her desire to
want to stay in the role. “I had a really great boss… I'll give more specifics. She worked really
hard and we worked a lot of hours, but I also saw her take time for her kid, and her husband, who
also works at the institution, and watching them. I think what's beautiful, even as I get older, it's
like watching them navigate when their child was sick, strategic conversations that they had
about who's got the most important meeting or if, you know, she had an important meeting in the
morning and her husband had one in the afternoon, that they would do half days. As the young
professional in the field, that was good to see because I think a lot of people will tell you or feed
into your brain, like, you're not going to have any balance or you're not going to be able to do
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this, that and the other.” Marie described the long hours associated with the role and how lack of
flexibility had an effect on longevity for her. “ So yes, the hours gets to you, if you have a
supervisor who is accommodating and willing for you to come in late or take the day off or give
you some time off, it's not so bad. But I think in both of those jobs, after a while, the time
consumption became something of, I don't really have much of a life outside of-I work and sleep
and do this and do that and try to balance out some time. I think my second job, I had a little
more flexibility in the fact that they weren't in the same suite as me, so certain days of the week I
could leave a little bit earlier. He was accommodating as much as he could. He tried. But when
you're short staffed, you all have to hunker down and do. And again, a Dean's office is more 8:30
to 5:30, 8:30 to six. So there were some expectations of everybody being there regardless if you
work too late or not.” Derek described what he believes is needed to keep people in
fraternity/sorority advisor roles on a campus: “Pay more. Pay comparable to what others are
making even on campus. I mean I saw disparities on both campuses of the same experience level
making so much more based on department or title. Even though this experience level is the
same, I think providing realistic (sigh), a much more realistic work environment and having that
flexibility.” Edwin discussed how higher level administration negatively affected his experience
as a fraternity/sorority advisor: “Part of the reason Mercantile was a revolving door with student
affairs professionals is that the dean would flip flop on what he was saying. And the director of
Res Life, we were under Res Life, would also agree to support his decision and then change his
mind when he talked to the students. And so there wasn't that support there as well.” In a
situation that involved both navigating politics but also directives from higher level
administration, Annette shared her experience, “…there would be times that depending on how
influenced by politics and money the university president would be, would also dictate some of,

146

it kind of felt like the tail wagging the dog. You know, there were oftentimes, I'm like, really,
this is what we're going to be doing right now? And it's because some big donor has threatened
to withdraw his donations if we don't do x or if we do something. So I would say sometimes the
politics and those practices of the university drove my work quite a bit.” Peggy emphasized how
higher level administration demonstrated to the fraternity/sorority department that their work was
taken seriously. “I think at the very least or most prevalent was just the staffing size. So you
knew they took it seriously when you had a director, four coordinators, a coordinator focused
just on Greek leadership, plus a full-time admin in that area. So really seven people. It was
basically equal to the residence life staff, which was pretty incredible or I guess you should say
that professional residence life staff.”
Theme 3. Certain Motivation Factors were Used to Accomplish the Work. For this theme,
participants focused on their desire to get things done and general factors or characteristics that
motivated them to do the work. In particular, participants discussed the authority they were
provided while in the role, the change they were able to create, enjoyment of job responsibilities,
and how a lack of impact affected them. Additionally, participants identified the following as
things that motivated or demotivated them in the role: belief in the work, longevity in a
fraternity/sorority advisor role was not intended, undesirable responsibilities, and work/life
balance. Derek discussed how when authority was taken away from him by upper level
administrators, it lessened his motivation as a fraternity/sorority advisor. “Dissatisfaction was if
we made a decision at the office level or even the council level and because the right or wrong
people got involved, that decision was either overturned or not respected, based on the players.”
For Tiger, the ability to get things done was a strong motivator in the role. “I think for me getting
things done-just checking the boxes. But, I think in the larger community, I think when you see
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there aren't as many groups on social probation or we had more women sign up for sorority
recruitment or you know, you have some metrics and milestones. For me I have that kind of data
side.” Deonte explained that he saw a lot that needed to be fixed about fraternity and sorority
life, which kept him motivated to do the work. “I also always tell people that you can't fix things
from the outside. So have you seen that there are problems or there are issues? You need to
continue to stay active, you need to continue to do the work so that you can help fix those
things.”
Theme 4. Adjustment is Necessary in the Role. For this theme, participants discussed how in
order to persevere in a role, it is necessary to make adjustments while in the role such as
managing change, self-care, shifting working conditions, and avoiding values incongruence.
Particular attention was also placed on how their personal lives, such as navigating dual student
affairs careers, work/life balance, and juggling a family and/or partner affected their work. Sarah
discussed how her values were challenged while working with the fraternity/sorority community:
“I didn't particularly like having to field questions to media about student behavior. That was
probably another tipping point.” She then proceeded to explain what made situations like this a
tipping point for her: “…you don't really want to find yourself on TV or in the news, your name
and the news headline that's associated with bad student behavior that you don't condone
yourself.” “Holly” talked about her experience managing change as a fraternity/sorority advisor:
“…one that comes to mind is we made a policy change that no longer allowed out of town
formals for any of our fraternity and sorority students. That was a huge, that was a huge culture
shift, a pretty big change to how we were doing business.” While there was a lot of difficulty in
making this change and a lot of frustration in the process, Holly found herself adjusting her
perspective about the situation to see the positive outcome: “It felt very empowering even though
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there was so much student angst and upset about it because it was really dangerous and looking,
you know, as we further unpacked it and had of course, umpteen bajillion conversations with
students, like what are the social norms expected with that? What are the implications of men
and women who hardly know each other staying in a hotel room? What are we looking at as far
as sexual misconduct? What does that say if somebody doesn't want to bring, because only our
men could go out of town, not women (pause) organizationally, what does that about gender
equity? Some of our groups are allowing this. What does that say about if you're a fraternity
man, do you invite a woman to go with you? And so all of these other things started to percolate
up. Whereas my initial concern was just like, people are driving a state over and they're driving
home hung over, we're having a major car accident. People are getting sent to the hospital, you
know, and it's like, oh yeah, this is too dangerous.” One of the obstacles participants in this group
discussed involved working conditions associated with the length of time they were in the office,
the lack of flexible schedules, a feeling of always having to be available, and an expectation to
be in the office at the start of the next day; a total of eight of the participants discussed this
particular obstacle. Deonte described his experience: “I also remember being told regardless of
when we have late night meetings, unless you got prior permission, you're still expected to be at
work from 9 to 5 the next day. And to me that was fairly common. I didn't think twice about it. I
think now that I'm older in the profession, I have a greater sense of what I need as an individual.
Like I don't think I would ever sign up for that (laughs). I would say if I had continued to do that,
if I hadn't made my own decision to get out of there, it definitely would've pushed me out.”
When it comes to navigating their personal lives, four of the participants had partners who also
worked in higher education. Eliza discussed the decisions she had to make as a result of this
phenomenon, “…so we knew long-term, in terms of where our salaries might be, in terms of
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thinking about family, family planning, long-term stability for us. We knew his career would
outpace mine in terms of salary.” As a result, Eliza and her husband made a decision to move for
a new career opportunity for him, resulting in her changing functional areas. When asked if Rose
would go back to being in the functional area, she discussed how work/life balance and having a
spouse would play a role in that decision. “And I think that piece that I often think about now is
what would my experience in my relationship with my husband be like? I just don't have that
perspective. And I do believe based on how we have set up our relationship and how we make
decisions together that there would have to be a big conversation of me providing him how that
experience would look different in our home life, in our relationship if that were to happen.
Because I clearly know that I now sleep with my phone on silent. I clearly know that I'm not
being called to campus. I have very clear times in the year that I am working kind of not a 24/7,
but kind of across the board.”
Theme 5. Particular Individuals Affected the Role Positively and Negatively. Several
individuals had an effect on departed fraternity/sorority advisors both negatively and positively.
These individuals include students, coworkers (including those within the department and
outside of the department), functional area colleagues (those who work at other institutions also
in the fraternity/sorority functional area), mentors, those they supervise, and different
constituents. Marie mentioned how students assisted her in staying in the position: “I think what
kept me driven to do what I needed to do to be successful are the students. I think that's what
kept me there. I think the students keep you there. You have your good set, you have the set that
appreciates what you do.” Holly described disappointment experienced working with students:
“Working with a pocket of student leaders to develop some new policy and then a group of
students, you know, it's like, once again, the man is out to get us or you know, something like

150

that. I think those things are maybe, discouraging is a better word, still not enough to not make
me want to come back and do it. We have had several pretty significant student injuries and I
would say that while a reinforcement of why I'm in the position I am in, also have been some of
the most taxing, draining parts of my job where the dissatisfaction is like, I don't think I can do
another weekend at the hospital. No.” Peggy talked about how colleagues played a role in
keeping her in the position: “The people I work with, if I don't like the people I work with and I
don't have good relationships with them, I think it just makes it a difficult work environment. So,
you know, on the worst days at work, the thing that keeps me going more often than not are the
people I work with and the times where I'm like, I'm going to quit, I'm going to quit right now.
It's the people I work with (laughs) that calm me down or like remind me that everything's going
to be fine. I mean that's really, that's probably the, it is the biggest piece for me and I've been
fortunate to be in environments where I genuinely like the people I work with.” Tiger described
how volunteer chapter advisors (usually alumni of the fraternity/sorority) affect one’s experience
in the role. “I really think advisors can make or break your fraternity/sorority experience too.
Like, again, students come and go, advisors don't come and go quite as often, but if they really
embrace you and kind of bring you into the fold, I think that's where some good stuff happens.
But if you're always an outsider, I think that a lot of times that’s what might push people along.”
Annette discussed how those she supervised had a positive effect on her: “I had a couple of those
assistant directors that were really, in a way, they maybe mentored, where we mentored each
other. You know, I know they would say I mentored them, but maybe they were mentoring me
right alongside.” Holly described how mentors influenced her longevity as a fraternity/sorority
advisor: “I would say pretty critical. So the woman who had my job before me continued to be a
mentor; she had actually been my fraternity and sorority or she had been my sorority advisor at
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Phoenix State University my first year on the Panhellenic and then I came here and I followed
her. So I would say those two professionals, pretty big mentors for me as far as like, who do you
call when you're like, ‘Oh my gosh, I don't know what to do now?’ I really have appreciated that
immensely.” When asked about what is needed to be successful in the role, Tiger mentioned the
importance of colleagues within the functional area at other campuses. “I think that you have to
have people that you can bounce ideas off of, talk about your campus, the people that you work
with, may or may not be the best resource for you to talk through a scenario with or how you
might do something on your campus or either might work at a headquarters, just have some
experience for you to call all of those types of things.”
Theme 6. Competition Exists from Different Entities that Entices People Away from the
Campus-Based Fraternity/Sorority Advisor Role. Campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors
found the skills learned and practiced in the role were transferable to different functional areas
and industries. They also found higher education adjacent jobs that kept them working in
fraternity/sorority life in some manner. “Jake”, who currently works for a fraternity headquarters,
worked in campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor roles over the span of 12 years and knew his
next role would keep him in fraternity and sorority life if he went to a headquarters. “Uh, leaving
the functional area on a campus? Like I said, I think it may be year 12, but I started thinking, but
not leaving the business. Okay. I never wanted to not work with fraternities and sororities. My
leaving was only going to go to headquarters.” Peggy, who was recruited to work at a fraternity
headquarters, compares and contrasts the two roles, ultimately naming why she would not go
back to a campus-based role: “The thought of (pause) having to be back immersed in the day-today campus, council meetings, officer meetings, judicial board stuff. While I do that, now I do
that in a very different way. I get to work from home when I'm not traveling. So it's different. I
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think also the increased liability and attention given to campus fraternity and sorority
professionals. I don't know that I want to have my name in the newspaper and having to do all
that kind of stuff all the time. I like that my life, I feel like I have a life outside of work that I
didn't always feel like when I worked on campus. I don't even, in a higher level role coming
back, I still don't feel like I would have that same life outside of campus. I think to be successful,
you do have to be really involved and you have to be present and I just don't think that's a
decision I'm willing to make anymore.” Several of the participants discussed how being a
campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor is not the only way to make a difference on the
fraternity/sorority community or stay involved. Deonte found that he could fulfill his belief in
fraternity and make a great impact working with his fraternity as a faculty advisor: “And I will
say I think my most enjoyable experience was when I served as a chapter campus advisor. I was
working on campus but they had their graduate advisor, I was their campus advisor, I felt like I
was able to be a lot more impactful. ‘I'll go ask the fraternity and sorority life office,’ they didn't
see me as the advisor that told them no, they saw me as their brother. And so like if the fraternity
and sorority life office would come out with a policy or would say something they didn't like, I
could sit down with them and be like ‘Well you have to understand this, you have to understand
this, you have to understand this.’ ‘Oh I get it.’” Rose, who enjoyed her time as a campus-based
fraternity/sorority advisor, discussed how work as a volunteer for her sorority has fulfilled her
love of fraternity/sorority life. “I was also lucky enough to be asked to serve on our and my
sorority's national leadership team. So I felt as though I wasn't fully giving up fraternity/sorority
life. The way I describe it to people is instead of taking care of everybody else's home, I was
going to take care of my own for a while.” Sarah discussed how in her current role working in
career development, she has had an opportunity to enhance her work as a result of transferable
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skills from the fraternity/sorority area. “When I look back at any of the things that I really
favored about the fraternity and sorority life experience, it was kind of the member development
aspects and recruitment and I could see a direct correlation of the recruitment aspects as it was to
interviewing and recruiting on the company and employer side of things. I felt like there was a
lot of relatable things about the fraternity and sorority community that I could translate very
easily into the career development /member development process.”
Research Question 4: The Factors Differing Between Those Persisting as
Fraternity/Sorority Advisors and Those Who Do Not
To answer this research question, the question was broken up into the four components of the
theoretical framework: values, reinforcers, abilities and expectations and further isolated by
sample group (attrition v. retention) in order to understand the differences between the two
groups. Themes were examined under each component and compared from one group to the
next. It is important to note that values and reinforcers were examined together because while
participants provided their perspectives, the two intertwined with one another. Additionally, in
the theoretical framework, values and reinforcements are what propel retention.
Values and Reinforcers Contributing to Retention. When reviewing the factors, characteristics,
and experiences associated with persisting as fraternity/sorority advisors, the themes contributing
to long-term stay in the role for both the attrition and retention group were the same: (1)
investment from the institution and supervisors on the fraternity/sorority life program and the
fraternity/sorority advisor, (2) meeting individual needs, (3) positive outcomes while in the role,
and (4) creating and maintaining a support system. The investment from the institution and
supervisors was demonstrated to participants through the reinforcements provided by the
institution in the role such as advancement opportunities, compensation, recognition, and
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professional development. Needs from the institution included flexibility in working conditions,
congruence between the institution’s values and the person’s workplace values, and the trust,
authority, transparency and clarity provided by higher level administration. Last, supervisor
actions affecting the retention of campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors included investment
in the growth of the professional, displaying of support toward decisions and initiatives, and
being provided with clear expectations and autonomy. Meeting individual needs encompassed
experiencing work-life balance, gaining new knowledge, job responsibility needs (such as
minimal crisis, enjoying job responsibilities, and variety in the role), and personal qualities (like
an ability to adjust to change, confidence, self-awareness, and ability to practice self-care).
Positive outcomes while in the role included being able to develop individuals, and experiencing
growth, trust, and positive outcomes. The fourth theme, creating and maintaining a support
system, included those internal to the institution such as co-workers, mentors, and multiple
employees within the fraternity/sorority area, and those external to the institution such as
functional area colleagues.
Within those themes, however, a few differences were found between the two groups. First,
the retention group had an additional factor within the meeting individual needs theme: gaining
new knowledge. Angelica discussed the role professional development has had on her ability to
do the fraternity/sorority advisor role and how taking students to conferences played a role in the
type of work she was able to do with them. “I've been lucky that both places wanted us to have
professional development. Initially when I started at Horizon State, it was this, go to this, go to
AFA, go to this anti-hazing thing, you know, and then like at the tail end of being at Horizon
State, and then since I've been in Metropolitan University, taking students to AFLV Central
every year… I think just the exposure of seeing the different types of things that other schools
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are doing because they get so much in the rut of their little world...” Arizona described the
impact attending the AFA Annual Meeting has had on her as a professional: “I've gone to AFA's
Annual Meeting every year since graduate school. When people ask it’s always the main reason
why I say I've gotten to where I am. Just learning opportunities, but then between just connecting
with people, learning from them, reaching out to them when I'm having issues. Just networking
and benchmarking has been phenomenal using AFA.”
The second difference between the two groups occurred with the attrition group, whose
participants said that experiencing growth within the role was part of the positive outcomes they
had while in the position; this particular factor was related to following through on innovative
practices and being able to create new initiatives. When asked what keeps Rose excited in her
current non-fraternity/sorority life job, she mentioned the following in contrast to being a
fraternity/sorority advisor: “For me it's the innovation that I get to have. I think what is nice
about being outside of fraternity/sorority life is that there is not a method to the madness if you
will. So with Panhellenic Recruitment, I do think there is a method to that madness, right? I think
some institutions are trying to mess with it and probably get some pushback, but it's even hard
for national organizations to sign on to deferred recruitment and there are valid reasons for that
and valid reasons for deferred recruitment. When I think about the idea of assisting new students
through transition, there is not a method to the madness of Week of Welcome.” To illustrate the
differences in the factors shared by each group, Table 7 demonstrates the code mapping for the
second axial codes and each theme for the attrition group while Table 8 does the same for the
retention group.
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Table 7. Values and Reinforcements Contributing to Long-Term Stay in
Fraternity/Sorority Life for Attrition Group
Axial Code 2

Themes

Institutional reinforcements provided Institutional
needs
Supervisor needs

Investment from the institution and supervisors on the
FSL program and the FSA

Job responsibility needs
Personal qualities needed
Work-life balance

Meeting individual needs

Development of individuals
Experiencing growth, trust, and positive outcomes

Positive outcomes while in the role

Support system-external
Support system-internal

Creating and maintaining a support system

Table 8. Values and Reinforcements Contributing to Long-Term Stay in
Fraternity/Sorority Life for Retention Group
Axial Code 2

Themes

Institutional needs
Institutional reinforcements provided
Supervisor needs

Investment from the institution and supervisors on the
FSL program and the FSA

Gaining new knowledge
Job responsibility needs
Personal qualities needed
Work-life balance

Meeting individual needs

Development of individuals
Experiencing positive outcomes
Experiencing trust

Positive outcomes while in the role

Support system-external
Support system-internal

Creating and maintaining a support system

Values and Reinforcers Contributing to Attrition. The following themes described the values
and reinforcers that participants believe cause attrition in the role: lack of oversight and support
for the fraternity/sorority life area and the fraternity/sorority advisor, the nuances of the role, the
staffing of and advancement found within the functional area, external factors that compete
against the role, and people you work with who affect your desire to stay in the role. The lack of
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oversight and support for the area and professionals within it is felt due to negative actions taken
by higher level administration, the person’s direct supervisor, the resources allocated to the role,
and the institution’s culture. The nuances of the role refer to things such as a belief in the work,
burnout caused by the role, change management, job satisfaction, job specific requirements, and
work/life balance. The external factors participants believe compete against the role include
competition from different entities for fraternity/sorority advisors to work for them (such as other
functional areas or higher education adjacent entities) and personal aspects of life that outweigh
the professional portions of the role (such as partners, children, or being regionally bound). How
others affect the attrition of fraternity/sorority advisors in the role includes conflict experienced
with others (including students, alumni, campus partners, and institutional colleagues) and
concerns with supervision by not leading you or pushing you, not providing constructive
feedback, or not focusing on matters that assist the area in moving forward. Table 9 demonstrates
the code mapping for the second axial codes and each theme for the attrition group while Table
10 does the same for the retention group.
Table 9. Values and Reinforcements that Hinder Tenure in Fraternity/Sorority Life for
Attrition Group
Axial Code 2

Themes

Administration negative actions
Supervisor concerns
Resource allocation
Institutional culture
Belief in the work
Burnout
Change management
Job related nuances
Job satisfaction
Functional area staffing
Limited advancement in functional area

Oversight and support of the area and FSA

Competition from different entities
Personal outweigh professional

External factors that compete against the role

The nuances of the role

The staffing of and advancement found within the
functional area
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Table 10. Values and Reinforcements that Hinder Tenure in Fraternity/Sorority Life for
Retention Group
Axial Code 2

Themes

Belief in the work
Burnout
Work/life balance
Job related nuances

The nuances of the role

Conflict with others
Supervisor concerns

People you work with affect your desire to stay in the
role

Functional area staffing
Institutional culture

Oversight and support of the area and FSA

When reviewing the factors that hinder tenure in the fraternity/sorority life advisor role, two
themes were similar for both the attrition and retention group: the nuances of the role and the
oversight and support of the area and the fraternity/sorority advisor. Within these themes,
though, some differences existed in the factors. Under the nuances of the role, factors
contributing to attrition for those in the attrition group also included change management and job
satisfaction while those in the retention group also included work/life balance issues. When it
came to change management, Annette reflected on a change she worked with students on when it
came to facility safety and pushback she received from alumni. While in her opinion she did a
great job of helping students create change, she realized change management included bringing
all affected parties to the table. “I've made a big mistake here. Did not invite alumni to be part of
this committee. And now there's no buy in from them. They were eventually bought in, you
know, a year or two later. But that would be an example of that. I made a whole set of rules,
didn't have a relationship and it resulted in rebellion (laughs) from the alums.” As a result of this
action, change took longer than expected. In the area of job satisfaction, participants discussed
the need to have their abilities properly used and having responsibilities they were passionate
about. Edwin discussed his experience in his last role in fraternity/sorority advising and how it
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led to his attrition: “I think for, as far as the values point, again, my role there was very much, I
had very little influence on the community. We really weren't excited to do any kind of
education. We were really that kind of there to be more directly in an advisory role. And I don't
think it really well utilized my skill set.” In the area of work/life balance issues, participants
discussed wanting to have a sense of normalcy in their work hours or wanting to live near
friends, family, or partners. Tiffannee discussed how she is currently evaluating whether she
wants to continue in fraternity/sorority life: “And as I think as long as I think about like what's
next one, there's not a lot of director roles, two, there's not a lot of director roles that come
available in parts of the country where I want to be. Like, I'm not at that point in my life where
I'm going to be like, yeah, I'm going to move to Arizona or I'm going to move to Maine. Like my
brother lives in a city in the Midwest. My mom lives in a state in the Midwest. I'd be comfortable
being within that radius.”
For the oversight and support of the functional area and fraternity/sorority advisor theme, the
attrition group’s factors also included what was perceived as negative actions by administration
(such as overturning decisions, not supporting decisions, and constant changes at the higher
administrative level), supervisor concerns (like unrealistic expectations, not understanding the
fraternity/sorority functional area, or supervisors who are unwilling to make change happen), and
resource allocation (such as loss of financial resources or lack of pay raises) while the retention
group included functional area staffing. When asked his ultimate reason for leaving the campusbased fraternity/sorority advisor role, Jake discussed the lack of congruence in decision making
he shared with the institution. “That I was not, not going to hold the students accountable in a
way that I felt was appropriate. And they were not going to allow me to do that.” Jake confirmed
this situation resulted in him leaving the role. In the area of supervision, Tiger discussed how his
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supervisor did not contribute to his retention in the role due to unrealistic expectations and not
understanding the role holistically: “If they've not had the right experience, if they've not been an
FSA before but maybe it's an area they supervise, I think in my case there were unrealistic
expectations on my time. I was a staff member of one with like 30 chapters, four councils, and I
was expected to be at every council meeting and at every event the council had. I mean that's
Greek Week, Recruitment, every event. As you can imagine, for one person that's almost
impossible.” Sarah expanded on the compensation provided to fraternity/sorority advisors and a
need to examine it in order to enhance retention of professionals: “And, um, I think that that's a
really hard life to maintain at a salary base that's well below some of the kids who will be
graduating and it's a sad reality. And, I wish some other way or compensation would be explored
or looked at so that we could elevate the fraternity and sorority professional experience.” The
concept of being adequately staffed was discussed by at least five of the individuals in the
retention group. Audrey mentioned how a reduction in staff could have resulted in her leaving
the functional area. “I think had they (pause) the institutional policy when they decided to get rid
of our graduate assistants, originally it was, they were just getting rid of them. And so a lot of us
have voiced feedback that we got, we had a lot of Greek student leaders in our student
government who really caused quite a stir about what that meant and the impact that would have.
And so we were able to figure out by hiring a coordinator, one coordinator to replace two GA
positions, it was pretty much going to be, well it was going to cost less based off the salary they
were approving for them to hire one full-time person than to have two GAs. So we were able to
present that as a cost savings to the institution to get those positions created. And so think, had
they just taken away the graduate assistants and not given me anything, I would not have been
here long. And that was something I was really concerned about and had conversations with
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because I think for me, not that the quality of the work that I do is the best out there, but to know
what I had been doing in a community and then if I hadn't scaled back, because that's the reality
of one person doing that work. I'm not sure how long I could have done that just knowing that
while we used to do this and it was better, now we're not able to offer these 10 things. That
would have been a challenge, I think to sit back and watch.”
The attrition group also included two additional themes not found with the retention group:
the staffing of and advancement found within the functional area and external factors that
compete against the role. When it comes to the lack of advancement in the functional area,
Deonte discussed his experience reaching an eventual glass ceiling: “I think eventually I knew I
wouldn't always be a fraternity and sorority advisor but I also think it came to a point in my
career where I knew if I wanted to move up then that also meant that I would need to kind of
expand my knowledge base. I felt I was most passionate about working with culturally based
organizations, but I knew that I could not become a well-known person only working with
culturally based organizations. But then secondly, I think when I would apply for roles that were
more broad or that would give me more exposure, even though I learned the language, I learned
everything that I mean and I think just kind of being a Black man, you know that you have to
learn other people's languages and they may not have the latter. I did everything I'm going to do,
I will get through interviews and every time I would get to the end, someone else would be
offered the position. And you know, an IFC man or a Panhellenic woman. And regardless of how
much I learned, like I went through Panhellenic Recruitment, I knew all of their language. I
knew, you know, I learned as much as I could about their process. And then I kind of knew the
ins and outs of their, but you know, that differs by campus and Panhellenic kind of has it pretty
much- it might look a little different with how many parties they have or if they call them parties
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or rounds, but you know, but I learned that early on. I've just like, no matter what I do, no one is
going to give me this opportunity. And I was like, maybe I just need to kind of focus on another
area that I'm more passionate about. And so, I mean, that's when I began to look at other types of
roles.” Eliza compared her current role with her previous fraternity/sorority advisor role, , “Right
now I'm in a position with way more boundaries and competitive salary, and that (the
fraternity/sorority advisor) is a position with less salary and more hours. And I'm, as much as I
really enjoy that work and I struggle in this role in terms of that adjustment of not being needed
all the time or not feeling like I'm pulled in all those directions, like it's a little too quiet in my
office. I miss a lot of the chaos and yet I don't know if I want to work more hours for less pay.”
The retention group had one theme that differed from the attrition group: people they worked
with affected their desire to stay in the role (which focused on conflict with others and concerns
with supervisors). Simone provided a very vivid example of how conflict with others comes to
life as a fraternity/sorority advisor: “I think that I am a person who harmony is, I think, like my
number three strength. I don't like conflict really. But some of my days there's a lot of conflict,
right? There's a fraternity that closed, so all these people are upset or there's conflict between two
individuals or another office doesn't see value in what my office does or my student group does,
or a neighbor is mad cause there's trash in the neighborhood or something. I spend a lot of time
dealing with conflict, which is not like my number one space.”
Abilities. In the abilities and skills needed in fraternity/sorority life advising, three of the themes
were the same for both groups: interpersonal skills and abilities (such as being collaborative,
good communication skills, inclusive, influence, and political savvy), intrapersonal skills and
abilities (like having a growth mindset, and personal skills such as confidence, courage, ethics,
and resilience), and position specific skills, abilities, and knowledge (such as knowledge of
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student development theory and advising skills, understanding how to complete tasks, and
knowledge specific to carrying out the role like cultural competence, general fraternity/sorority
operations, organizational management, policy creation and interpretation, and strategic
planning).
Differences existing between the two groups included one additional factor for the attrition
group under intrapersonal skills and abilities that was not present for the retention group: growth
mindset. Derek described the role that being open to learning, professional development, and
vulnerability played in his success as a fraternity/sorority advisor: “I guess your ability to want to
learn more. I mean always growing, always be, you know, challenging yourself. Whether that's
reading or just getting out there (pause). A vulnerability, like be vulnerable, because you're not
gonna know all the answers. Especially like, I mean you have to like, as an IFC man, there was a
lot of things that I didn't know about Panhellenic Recruitment or NPHC. And so having that
vulnerability of saying, ‘I don't know, and please educate me and help me understand.’ I think it's
kind of what made me successful with some of the cultural-based groups. I don't know that I
necessarily was good at that all the time, but I think that vulnerability is key.” Additionally, for
the retention group, position-specific skills, abilities, and knowledge included task-oriented skills
(such as multitasking, delegating, and time management) which were not identified by the
attrition group. Charles identified organization as a necessary task-oriented skill. “I think from a
skills and abilities, I think one, some level of organization skills matter, it's probably the most
critical. There's so many moving pieces that that is important, right?” He proceeded to describe
things he does to stay organized including planning a department-wide office cleaning day,
calendar management, and maintenance of project lists. The retention group also had one
additional theme: cognitive skills (such as critical thinking and data management). Lucy
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explained how important it is for a person who is a fraternity/sorority advisor to not only
understand policy but also know what to do with it, “Someone who has an understanding of
policy, protocol, state, federal, governance, legislation. But once again, they could have basic
knowledge, but they need to have the ability to ask questions or to seek out resources to
contribute to their learning.” Alexander expanded on the need to be a critical thinker in the role:
“You have to be nimble, you've got to think on your feet. This is just not a standard nine to five
where I know exactly what my agenda is going to be today. That is unrealistic. That is not a
formula for success. What is incredibly important is the ability to think on your feet and be
nimble.” Table 11 and Table 12 show the differences in the axial codes and themes between the
two groups.
Table 11. Abilities and Skills Needed in Fraternity/Sorority Life Advising per Attrition
Group
Axial Code 2

Themes

Relationship focused skills

Interpersonal skills and abilities

Growth mindset
Personal skills

Intrapersonal skills and abilities

Student development skills
Job Knowledge

Position specific skills, abilities, and knowledge

Table 12. Abilities and Skills Needed in Fraternity/Sorority Life Advising per Retention
Group
Axial Code 2

Themes

Relationship-focused

Interpersonal skills and abilities

Personal skills

Intrapersonal skills and abilities

Job Knowledge
Student development skills
Task-oriented

Position specific skills, abilities, and knowledge

Cognitive skills

Cognitive skills
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Expectations. Regarding employer expectations, two themes matched for both the attrition and
retention groups: acting in the best interest of the institution and know, do, and understand the
multiple dimensions of the role. Within those themes, the attrition group had an additional factor
under acting in the best interest of the institution which was personal skills (defined as being
dedicated and adaptable). Marie discussed how in the current national state of fraternity/sorority
life, she believes employers want someone who will stay adaptable because of how quick things
change. “I believe they want someone who is knowledgeable, who is up to date with what's
happening with trends, who can be innovative but also can be status quo at times. Sometimes it's
really about if something isn't completely broken, don't try to fix it all the way, but how can we
adapt what we're doing?” Additionally, the attrition group and the retention group differed in
three themes. While both groups discussed the theme of being relationship oriented (which
centered on relationship focused skills such as being collaborative, cultivating stewardship,
building rapport, and establishing presence), the retention group’s focus on the theme was more
specific and concentrated on the ability to develop and maintain strong relationships that lead to
constituent positive action; the outcome of this theme was deeper and more resolute. Simone
discussed the expectation surrounding the depth of these relationships: “I think that they expect
someone who can build rapport and interact with students, and they expect you to be aware of
industry standards and best practices. I think they expect you to keep stakeholders informed and
hear, at least involve them, as much as possible in creation of anything. I think they expect you
to be able to make difficult decisions or to be able to give them all of the information they need.”
The retention group also isolated the personal skills into their own theme as a result of the depth
with which they went into it. The participants defined traits that lead to successful professionals
such as being flexible, hard-working, consistent, ethical, and courageous decision-makers. Lucy
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believes her institution expects the following: “Someone to be ethical and consistent and my
institution wants someone who can represent the institution well.” Additionally, Julianna shared
the following, “I think they're looking for adaptability, flexibility. I think they're looking for
someone who's going to work hard.” Table 13 and Table 14 show the differences in the axial
codes and themes between the two groups.
Table 13. Employer Expectations per Attrition Group
Axial Code 2

Themes

Compliance focused
Protect the institution
Personal skills

Acting in the best interest of the institution

Student development skills
Job related knowledge

Know, do, and understand the multiple dimensions of
the role

Relationship focused skills

Relationship oriented

Table 14. Employer Expectations per Retention Group
Axial Code 2

Themes

Compliance focused
Protect the institution

Acting in the best interest of the institution

Student development skills
Job related knowledge

Know, do, and understand the multiple dimensions of
the role

Personal skills

Possess traits that lead to successful professionals

Relationship focused skills

Ability to develop and maintain strong relationships
that lead to constituent positive action

Conclusion
Participants provided a very rich description of their experience as campus-based
fraternity/sorority advisors, resulting in a lot of data that help to paint a picture of what could
lead to the attrition of individuals in these positions and strategies existing that could aid in the
retention within the role. When beginning the research, I expected to hear themes tied to specific
job responsibilities associated with the work and how those were related to attrition and
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retention. What was found, though, was very little of the participants’ comments focused on the
day-to-day responsibilities of the role and more centered on the outcomes of the responsibilities,
the institution’s culture and environment, personal and professional needs emerging as a result of
experiencing the role, and the relationships that were built as part of the role, both within the
institution but also external to the institution. In particular, participants noted a number of times
the impact of supervisors and support from higher level administration have on their desire to do
the role, and how dynamics outside of the workspace affected their abilities within the role.
Additionally, attention was placed on the navigation of politics associated with the role, the large
and delicate responsibilities (such as crisis management, institutional brand protection, resource
management, and learning centered intentional programming) associated with successfully
conducting the role, increasing expectations due to the high-profile nature of fraternities and
sororities, and the need to work with several different stakeholders to make job responsibilities
successfully come to fruition. Last, participants discussed the role that professional development,
involvement, and mentors have not only on increasing knowledge, expanding resources for the
program, and generating innovative practices within the role but also on creating a necessary
support system that assists one in increasing morale, and creating a connection and fueling
passion towards daily work with the fraternity/sorority experience. The following chapter will
explore the themes that emerged in more depth and provide meaning to the phenomenon being
explored.
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CHAPTER FIVE:
DISCUSSION
This chapter will begin with a summary of the study, including an overview of the problem,
purpose statement, research questions, and methods. The results presented in Chapter Four will
be reviewed and connected to the results found in related literature, and an overview of
significant conclusions from this study’s findings will be provided. The chapter will conclude
with recommendations for practice in the functional area and higher education, and will offer
suggestions for future research.
Summary of the Study
Overview of the Problem. Fraternities and sororities have been a part of student life on college
campuses across North America since the founding of Phi Beta Kappa in 1776 (Owen, 1991).
While their focus has evolved over time, they have remained a significant vehicle for campus
involvement and engagement, which has aided in the retention of students at institutions of
higher education (Tinto, 1993; Astin, 1993). The shift in the focus of fraternities and sororities
has at times presented challenges affecting students who are members related to alcohol/other
drugs, hazing, sexual assault, and academic development. In order to manage the programming,
education, and expectations surrounding fraternities and sororities, campuses have hired
professionals dedicated to the oversight of these organizations: the campus-based
fraternity/sorority advisor. Unfortunately, the turnover in the campus-based fraternity/sorority
advisor role is high; the average amount of time spent in the role is 3.33 years (Koepsell &
Stillman, 2016). An exploration of salaries across student affairs positions also showed
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significant discrepancies in those who served in Director-level roles in comparison to other
functional areas (HigherEdJobs.com, 2015). Research focused on why the attrition rate is high
and the reasons individuals stay in the role long-term is limited.
Purpose of the Study. This study explored the factors (including characteristics and experiences)
that contributed to the retention and attrition of student affairs professionals working in the
fraternity and sorority life functional area. By using the Theory of Work Adjustment (Dawis,
2005) as the theoretical framework, the study explored how values, skills, reinforcements, and
job requirements led to the satisfaction and dissatisfaction of individuals who have served in the
fraternity/sorority advisor role long-term for eight or more years or had left the position for roles
in other functional areas or for higher education adjacent industries. The purpose of the study is
to understand the experience of fraternity/sorority advisors and to outline factors and
characteristics that contribute to the long-term retention and attrition of individuals in these roles.
The goals of the study included influencing the practices surrounding the hiring and training of
campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors, outlining strategies to increase the retention and
decrease the turnover of individuals in these roles, and increasing the efficiency and quality of
services delivered by these professionals and the associated units they work for.
Research Questions. This qualitative study included four research questions. These research
questions were developed using the Theory of Work Adjustment (Dawis, 2005) and related
higher education and student affairs human resources literature. While the research questions do
not specifically ask about the person and the environment as outlined in the Theory of Work
Adjustment (Dawis, 2005), the questions identified values, skills, reinforcements, and job
requirements that led to satisfaction (or dissatisfaction) in the role which are related to
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accomplishing tenure (or retention in the role). The research questions explored in this study
were:
•

Research Question One: Why do individuals become fraternity/sorority advisors?

•

Research Question Two: What are the characteristics and experiences of individuals
who have persisted long-term in the functional area?

•

Research Question Three: What are the characteristics and experiences of individuals
who have not persisted long-term in the functional area?

•

Research Question Four: What are the factors that differ between those who persist as
fraternity/sorority advisors and those who do not?

Methods. The approach chosen for this qualitative study was phenomenology, as the study’s
focus was to explore experiences and perspectives due to limited knowledge of the phenomenon
(Marshall & Rossman, 2016). A total of 23 participants were selected through a convenience
sample of individuals who had previously served as fraternity/sorority advisors but left a
campus-based role and individuals who were still in the role long-term. Each participant was
placed in one of two groups based on corresponding criteria: retention group (those who had
been in the functional area consistently for at least eight years full-time) and attrition group
(those who had been in the role full-time for at least two years and left the functional area
permanently).
Participants were asked to fill out a demographic and experiences assessment, submit their
resume, and participate in an initial 90-minute interview, and 45-minute follow up-interview;
both interviews took place via video conference. Interviews were semi-structured in order to
have a systematic approach to answering the research questions while allowing participants to
also elaborate on their experiences beyond the questions asked (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016); I used
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an interview guide to allow me to fully focus in the interview (Seidman, 2013) and included
questions aligned with the theoretical framework and related higher education and student
affairs human resources literature.
Data analysis consisted of a document analysis portion and coding of interview answers. The
document analysis involved reviewing the demographic and experience questionnaire answers
and the participants’ most recent resume. Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the answers
to the demographic and experiences assessment. The document analysis portion included content
analysis that reviewed patterns in responsibilities, experiences, and education in participant
resumes (Marshall & Rossman, 2016); a Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis Software
(CAQDAS), NViVo, was used to streamline the coding process and allow for easier comparison
of data (Creswell & Poth, 2018). After the initial semi-structured interviews, all interviews were
transcribed. A copy of the transcript along with a preliminary analysis was provided to each
participant in preparation for the follow-up interview. Initial coding of the interview data took
place using open coding (Saldana, 2016) followed by two rounds of axial coding to create
themes that answered each research question (Saldana, 2016). An analytic summary was then
created to finalize the analysis of each research question (Lapan et al., 2012). Participants
partook in member checking to assure the interpretation and conclusions derived by the analysis
of their interviews represented an accurate description of their experience (Creswell & Poth,
2018). Once saturation was reached for both groups (11 participants for the retention group and
12 participants for the attrition group), I analyzed the full sample’s coded data; a peer reviewer
scanned the raw data and evaluated my conclusions to assure data were interpreted accurately
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
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Limitations and Delimitations. While the study provided an opportunity for those who have
served as campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors to discuss the factors associated with their
attrition and retention, a number of limitations existed with this study. First, the research
questions and research approach were not completely in line with the purpose of the study; I was
really trying to answer why people stay in the functional area long-term and why they leave the
functional area but the phenomenological approach focuses on experiences which at times made
it difficult to identify factors using open and axial coding (more often used in the guided theory
approach). While the study focused on exploring and describing the lived experiences of
campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors, the study should have taken a case study approach due
to the depth of the data, the interaction between each case, and the context of the case (Marshall
and Rossman, 2016); this means the type of analysis approach may have also been different.
While the I originally thought a challenge would be present in establishing rapport to get
substantial information through the semi-structured interview process, what was found was that
rapport was well established and a large amount of data were acquired. The large amount of data
presented a challenge in coding and creating themes as the data became too detailed and made it
difficult to place into a narrowed list of axial codes and themes. I believe the large amount of
data came as a result of the number of questions that were asked, resulting in another limitation.
Having a more streamlined and less detailed instrument could have aided in reducing the amount
of data in order to succinctly present the findings. Another option to create more streamlined
themes would have been to include a preliminary survey instrument that allowed the narrowing
down of reasons for attrition and retention based on the theoretical framework and literature. The
document analysis portion also presented a challenge as resumes provide a snapshot of skills,
abilities, and accomplishments that are self-selected; the self-selection of information became an
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issue as it was not consistent across resumes and made it difficult to analyze the holistic set of
skills, abilities, and accomplishments needed in the role. Some participants chose to highlight
achievements in their resumes while others highlighted job descriptions, and some omitted
important information like the amount overseen in a budget – these choices made it difficult to
find consistent themes. While follow-up interviews included questions about the resumes, I
focused on asking clarifying questions based on what was interpreted by reading the resumes,
not on what was missing. What was missing did not become apparent until after the information
was compared to one another and analyzed as a whole. Resumes are also not written with
research studies in mind, which made it difficult to extract the desired information for the study
from them (Marshall & Rossman, 2016). The length of time associated with data collection and
the large number of participants in this study were also limitations; the timeline expanded over
three weeks per participant (one week to do the initial interview, another to do transcription and
analysis, and a third week to do the follow up interview and member checks). While this timeline
originally seemed reasonable, it did not take into account having multiple participants at the
same time. While I had the transcripts completed by a third party, the time it took to listen to and
edit the transcripts in addition to conducting the preliminary coding added to the timeline. It is
important to be conservative with time when creating a research timeline and limit the number of
participants being interviewed at once if conducting the research as a solo researcher. The
number of participants for the study, while a healthy number for a qualitative study (23
participants total), was smaller than a quantitative study and can result in generalizability being
questioned (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015). However, the experiences were found to be transferable
to other situations as the results support what has been found in previous studies focused on
student affairs professionals and campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors (Taub & McEwen,
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2006; Lee & Helm, 2013; Steiner, 2017; Tyrell & Fey, 2011; Silver & Jakeman, 2014;
Buchanan & Shupp, 2016; Frank, 2013; Marshall, Gardner, Hughes, & Lowery, 2016; Wilk,
2016; Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008; Dinise-Halter, 2017; Shupp & Arminio; 2012, Tyrell, 2014;
Jones & Rivas, 2011; Belch, Wilson, & Dunkel, 2009; Association for the Study of Higher
Education, 2009; McNair, Miguel, Sobers-Young, Bechtel, & Jacobson, 2013; Mason, 2016).
The delimitations for this study included conducting the interviews over video-conference as
interviews were interrupted for at least four participants as a result of poor connectivity, the
video-conferencing program shutting down on its own, and distractions in the participants’
setting (such as children or coworkers). While the number of participants being too narrow was
believed to be a concern originally, more individuals than originally predicted filled out the
interest form and what became a concern was having to narrow down the number of participants.
Additionally, getting recruited participants to answer emails and attend their scheduled interview
became a challenge at times. Last, while the sample was diverse ethnically, the majority of
participants were White and identified as women (it is unknown if that is in line with the ethnic
make-up and gender of those in campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor roles as the literature in
this area does not exist at this time).
Summary of Results and Interpretations
The results of the study can be broken down into two types: those from the document analysis
and those from the semi-structured interviews. The results of the document analysis revealed
experiences and pieces of the job responsibilities of fraternity/sorority advisors to consider when
trying to enhance retention in the role. The interview portion of the study allowed for the
creation of themes that helped to further understand the experiences of those in the
fraternity/sorority advisor role.
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Analysis of Resumes. Similarities in the two groups in the sample were found including
educational level, professional development and volunteer activities participated in, awards
received while in the role (from the institution, functional area associations, or (inter)national
headquarters), and responsibilities such as leadership development, on-call/crisis response, and
supervision of multiple levels of staff. Differences between the two groups included in the
attrition group advising the Panhellenic Association, overall programming responsibilities for the
fraternity/sorority community, and organizational conduct process facilitation. Highlights of
factors found in the resumes of those in the retention group included reaching a Director-level
position, responsibility for assessment, educational programs (including those in risk reduction),
policy creation and enforcement, and strategic planning, responsibilities outside of the
fraternity/sorority functional area, serving on different institutional committees, and supervision
of three or less staff members. Outside of the crisis management and response pieces which may
lead to burnout and attrition (Lake & Tribbensee, 2002), literature was not found that supported
any of these specific fraternity/sorority advisor responsibilities lead to retention or attrition.
However, I was not surprised to see the three factors which were found in the majority of the
attrition group. While the Panhellenic Association tends to be a high functioning council, there
are a lot of moving pieces in advising it which require constantly updating your knowledge of
procedures and guidelines, cause stress, are very high profile (such as Panhellenic Sorority
Recruitment), and take time to coordinate; a lot of responsibilities are also placed on the
fraternity/sorority advisor by the National Panhellenic Conference without permission of the
campus that employs the fraternity/sorority advisor, which add invisible duties, involve outside
stakeholders, and require attention from the person in the fraternity/sorority advisor role.
Advising Panhellenic requires a lot of capacity and energy. Having to navigate conduct as part of
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the role and serve as a conduct officer with fraternity/sorority cases presents a challenge to the
person in the fraternity/sorority advisor role in that the students (and in some cases, advisors) see
the fraternity/sorority advisor as an adversary and not an advocate when they have to balance
conduct responsibilities as part of the role; this dynamic in the relationship could lead to
difficulty in influencing students, getting buy-in, and building relationships, therefore making it
harder to manage responsibilities and leading to burnout. Last, having to coordinate
responsibilities associated with overall programming for whole fraternity/sorority communities
takes a lot of time and energy, and when having to balance those responsibilities (which for some
functional areas is one person’s sole responsibility) with advising and other responsibilities
fraternity/sorority advisors are tasked with, it could lead to burnout. In 2019, the World Health
Organization upgraded burnout in its handbook of diseases from the state of exhaustion to an
actual syndrome, demonstrating the large effect it can have on employee engagement and
efficacy (Beheshti, 2019). These three factors, along with other portions of the fraternity/sorority
advisor position description, need to be studied further to truly understand their effect on the
attrition of fraternity/sorority advisors.
Entry into the Functional Area. The reason participants ended in the fraternity/sorority
functional area resulted in different gateways. Not all knew or thought they wanted to be in
fraternity/sorority life; something served as a trigger for driving them into the functional area.
The triggers driving participants into the functional area included their own undergraduate
experience, full-time or volunteer work with a fraternity/sorority following undergraduate
commencement, seeing other professionals do the work (whether good or bad in their opinion),
or wanting to create a positive fraternity/sorority experience for others. These result fall in line
with Taub and McEwen (2006)’s study of individuals who decide to enter the student affairs
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profession; they found that a majority of the participants were inspired or persuaded to go into
the profession by a specific person or a group of people (mainly student affairs professionals
they were exposed to). For some of the participants, being a campus-based fraternity/sorority
advisor served as a bridge into student affairs work and as a result, staying in the functional area
was a temporary space for them as they longed to do other work within the context of higher
education (whether on a campus or a higher education adjacent organization). While the reasons
for entering the functional area varied for the participants, there appears to be one factor that ties
all of the participants: they are all members of fraternities/sororities and they had an
undergraduate experience where they were empowered by someone. Fraternities and sororities
are organizations that focus on human relations, growth, and empowerment; it makes sense that
the desired purpose of fraternities and sororities, then, is what draws people into the functional
area. In some ways, participants wanted to assure that very purpose continues to exist for others.
A Deep Connection to and Passion for the Experience. The results of the study indicated that
individuals who choose to go into the functional area, whether temporary or long-term, were
deeply connected to and had a profound belief in the fraternity/sorority experience at the time
they entered the functional area. Participants chose words like “belief”, “passion”, “investment”,
“purposeful”, and “enjoyment” to describe their own fraternity/experience and what they hoped
to demonstrate as part of the role. As I interviewed participants, I heard in their voices and saw in
their facial expressions how much they loved the fraternity/sorority experience and the
disappointments they have faced when the experience was not in line with the intended purpose
and values of the organization. For those who were retained in the role, it was apparent that a
motivator for continuing their day-to-day work was their belief that fraternity/sorority life is a
transformational experience when it is “done right”. In other words, fraternity/sorority done right
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means the experience is congruent with the values of the organization while promoting the
personal development, safety, and inclusion of members. This result further demonstrates a
factor described by Taub and McEwen (2006) in their study: individuals chose to go into student
affairs because they wanted to be in a career where they were able to “do personally fulfilling
work.” Fraternities and sororities are places of affinity and in the undergraduate experience,
Tinto (1993) found that when you join an affinity social group, you are more likely to persist at
that institution. It makes sense that an affinity space, such as fraternity/sorority life, results in
connection and building of interest areas, which would then have an effect on career choice. This
theme also supports the theoretical framework of this study, the Theory of Work Adjustment
(Dawis, 2005), and its assertion that when values are in line with reinforcers, individuals are
more likely to stay in the workplace. Some of the participants in the attrition group of the study
indicated that once the belief or enjoyment toward the work was compromised, they began
looking elsewhere for other roles.
Adjustment is Required in the Role. Those who stayed in the functional area long-term
described a number of characteristics and experiences during their tenure including having an
understanding of the role’s complexity and demands which require constant adjustment.
Resilience in the workplace and confidence in your work product was often mentioned as this
role requires individuals to constantly adjust from difficult situations, including crisis and risk
management, managing power dynamics with alumni and administration, students being
dishonest or unsafe in their practices, or feeling overworked and under-resourced; participants
discussed that it takes a lot of confidence in your work to not let these situations constantly
question your abilities and bring your morale down. The navigation of politics was often
mentioned as a necessary skill by these participants; those in the campus-based professional role
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are faced with alumni who threaten to withdraw donations or support for the institution,
university administrators who often look to the fraternity and sorority community to be the sole
representatives of the student body (for example, in attendance at university wide events or
participating in particular types of trainings other students in similar populations are not required
to attend), and a responsibility that is put on fraternity/sorority advisors to protect the brand of
the institution. There are also a lot of expectations placed on fraternity/sorority advisors to
implement and enforce the institution’s policies and procedures while having to create cultural
change within the community. The level of depth in this role was often described by participants
as deeper when compared to the work their colleagues in other functional areas were doing. The
participants referenced multiple times that part of the reason they stay in the work is because of
its depth but that depth often comes with a lot of difficulty. All of these aspects require
adjustment; the Theory of Work Adjustment (Dawis, 2005) predicts that retention is most likely
to happen for those who are able to adjust to situations in the workplace they are faced with.
Adjustment for those in the fraternity/sorority advisor role comes in a number of ways: creating a
strong support system (from colleagues in the functional area, at the institution, a supervisor, or a
mentor), learning by reflecting and seeking professional development, and finding temporary and
long-term solutions to issues. This adjustment is also reflected in Steiner’s Self-Reflection
Sustainability and Wellness Model (2017), which allows individuals in fraternity/sorority life
advising roles to reflect and find support to identify and tackle impending burnout; when able to
apply the Steiner Model’s phases of observation, preparation, and recovery, fraternity/sorority
advisors are able to withstand their careers despite experiencing burnout.
Impact of Students. Participants in both groups highlighted their work with students as a pivotal
factor that retained them in the role. The interactions with students the participants emphasized
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included meaningful conversations, challenging thought processes, being intentional in
education, serving as a support system and guide for students, or influencing positive decisionmaking. Participants said that many times, when their roles got difficult, it was interactions with
the students that reminded them why their work was relevant and retained them in their roles.
The students served as inspiration for why the participants approached their work and kept them
connected to their belief in the fraternity/sorority experience. A review of the literature found no
studies that indicated the effect working with students had on the persistence and attrition of
professionals. Studies about the attrition and retention of student affairs professionals focus
mostly on the structural, political, and human resources frames of an institution (Tyrell & Fey,
2011; Conley, 2001; Rosser & Javinar, 2003; Buchanan & Shupp, 2016; Frank, 2013; Marshall,
Gardner, Hughes, & Lowery, 2016; Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008; Dinise-Halter, 2017) and
studies focused on the relationship between students and professionals are about the persistence
of students at higher education institutions (Martin & McGee, 2014; Kinzie, 2015; Hamrick &
Klein, 2015). It does not come as a surprise, though, that working with students is a motivator for
staying in the role as they are the primary constituent student affairs professionals work with; it
is for them whom professionals create programs for, educate, try to protect, and develop
holistically. They serve as inspiration for doing the role.
A Support System is Essential. Having a strong support system in place was also key to the
success of fraternity/sorority campus-based professionals. This support system was found in
coworkers across the institution (both within the department but also externally), mentors, and
colleagues within the functional area at other institutions. This support system became a
necessity for professionals in the functional area to process situations, receive affirmation, and
garner ideas and resources. With colleagues across the institution and outside of the department,
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participants expressed the importance of feeling support; this support was demonstrated by
sharing resources and expertise willingly (which many participants defined as true, genuine
collaboration), advocating for the fraternity/sorority area and community, and backing the
fraternity/sorority advisor on decisions and initiatives. Embedded in this support from colleagues
external to the department was authentic collaboration that was mutually rewarding and helped
to elevate the purpose of the fraternity/sorority experience. Colleagues within the functional area
were important to fraternity/sorority advisors as they understood first-hand the lived experience,
were easy to vent frustrations to (because they understood the work and did not have to explain
it), and were good to brainstorm or troubleshoot ideas with because they provided an external
and removed perspective. The functional area tends to create very tight-knit relationships among
individuals doing the same role because of the unique experiences faced, whether handling crisis,
navigating politics, or having to steer multiple responsibilities and demands at the same time.
Many times, when they do not feel understood at their institutions, functional area colleagues are
those who make fraternity/sorority advisors feel understood and affirmed. In some cases, these
functional area colleagues have kept them in the functional area as well and have become
mentors who have provided effective feedback, have challenged thought processes and patterns,
and have provided reinforcement when it was needed most. These relationships are built through
association memberships and professional development experiences. Steiner’s (2017) findings
support the need for this support system; participants in the study discussed the importance of
maintaining connections and friendships within and outside their institution on their wellness.
Additionally, participants in the study who had positive work relationships discussed how
feelings of burnout were alleviated because of these relationships. Dinise-Halter’s (2017) study
of new professionals transitioning out of student affairs roles also revealed a mitigating factor for
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participants’ attrition would have been support from co-workers, colleagues, or those within
professional associations. This support system matters as it allows for creativity to be explored,
validation when one questions their decisions and thought processes, or challenging when
emotional or irrational action is taking place. The student affairs field in general is a relational
field and with it comes a basic need to establish strong relationships with others. Per Maslow’s
Hierarchy of Needs (1987), the sense of belonging created through intimate relationships
increases motivation as well.
Support Provided by Higher Level Administration. The support provided by the institution
toward the fraternity/sorority program and the fraternity/sorority advisor was also felt and
recognized by the participants; they discussed the effect this support had on their tenure. The
participants in both groups identified actions higher level administrators (such as the institution’s
President, Provost, and Senior Student Affairs Officer) do to demonstrate support and
commitment to the fraternity/sorority area. Providing human and financial resources such as a
staff structure and budget that matches the educational, behavioral, safety, and cultural needs of
the fraternity/sorority community and the expectation the institution places on the
fraternity/sorority advisor(s) and corresponding department was seen as favorable. Additionally,
backing decisions that are made by the fraternity/sorority advisor, and affording reinforcements
such as advancement opportunities, professional development, and a flexible workplace and
schedule for those within the fraternity/sorority area made the participants feel valued. When
these reinforcements were provided to the participants, they felt affirmed, supported, and cared
for, which increased their capacity and effectiveness in their roles. However, when these
characteristics were not present (in particularly advancement, as 11 out of 13 participants in the
attrition group discussed the role this had in keeping them within the functional area) and the
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values of the participants were not in line with the values of the institution, attrition would
happen for the participants. Frank (2013) found some reasons people leave the student affairs
profession are related to the relationship with and actions of higher level administrators such as
financial decisions surrounding salary, no opportunities for advancement, not valuing the work
of student affairs professionals, unclear expectations, organizational restructures, lack of
autonomy, and top-down decision making. It was clear in interviews the investment of higher
level administration on the fraternity and sorority provides a reason for them to stay in their
roles. As lack of support is felt from higher level administrators, fraternity/sorority advisors
begin to question their desire to be at the institution and their motivation levels decrease; the
support provided by higher level administrators plays a significant role in the approach to
decision making and the brand protection provided to the institution by the fraternity/sorority
advisor because it demonstrates loyalty to the fraternity/sorority community and the work of the
fraternity/sorority advisor. Investing in the fraternity/sorority community is also important for
higher level administrators to demonstrate due to high profile alumni, the affinity that members
have with the institution, and the risk associated with the community.
The Importance of a Supervisor. The supervision received by campus-based fraternity/sorority
advisors also influences the tenure of professionals. Participants provided an overview of the
type of supervision needed to persist in the role: a supervisor who understands and values the
work, does not challenge or question unnecessarily, and recognizes everything is not under the
control of the fraternity/sorority advisor. Supervisors demonstrate support to the
fraternity/sorority advisor by advocating, appropriately challenging, guiding, role modeling,
providing autonomy and trust, and establishing clear, reasonable expectations. When these
supervision pieces are not in line, supervisors may contribute to the attrition of fraternity/sorority
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advisors. It is important for supervisors to understand the work of the fraternity/sorority advisor
and the intricacies associated with the role, including the different constituents and dynamics the
role navigates. Many of the studies focused on the retention and attrition of student affairs
professionals emphasize the importance of the relationship with the supervisor. Shupp and
Arminio (2007) found synergistic supervision to be a successful strategy included in student
affairs supervision; synergistic supervision includes helping, collaboration, assisting the
supervisee holistically, open communication, approachability, ongoing feedback, and focus on
competencies and professional goals. It is not unusual to see this study’s results are in line with
what other studies say regarding needs in supervision as a supervisor is a key person in an
employee’s life; supervisors help provide guidance and development, can alter decisions and
strategies proposed and made by employees, and influence that person’s evaluation. Supervisors’
decisions and approaches have a long-standing effect on employees’ motivation, empowerment,
and loyalty to the workplace. However, as a profession, student affairs has long been criticized
for a lack of teaching how to supervise and provide strong supervision. As a result, it is
important that fraternity/sorority advisors are given strong supervisors to increase their retention.
Strong supervision includes taking time to build rapport with the person you are supervising
(through approach disclosure and being authentic), confronting undesirable behavior and
providing feedback, getting to know the supervisee as a whole (both professionally and
personally), and setting a structure for the supervision relationship (which includes setting
supervision goals, communication strategies, documenting meetings, and creating an
understanding of evaluation criteria and methods) (Stock-Ward and Javorek, 2003).
Barriers to Retention. Those who left the functional area described a number of barriers that
influenced their desire to leave the fraternity/sorority functional area. One barrier to retention
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involved navigating pushback from alumni and students; as participants attempted to enact
change, particularly that which involved safety and risk management, they faced situations where
they were unable to implement change efficiently and as quickly as needed due to complaints
from influential alumni or lack of buy-in from undergraduate members of the fraternities and
sororities on their campuses. This push-back coupled with risky behavior enacted by students led
to some participants experiencing incongruence between what they believed and valued in the
fraternity/sorority experience, which lessened their belief in the experience and increased their
desire to leave the role. The number of hours the role requires and the lack of work/life balance it
creates was also discussed to great extent by participants; the participants discussed how the
number of hours one is expected to work to be deemed successful in the role led to their
dissatisfaction at times. When asked if they would return to the role if given the opportunity,
many said no and attributed the work schedule and inability to live what felt like a normal life to
the reason they would not return to the functional area. A solution brought forward by the
participants to increase satisfaction in the role was the implementation of a flexible work
schedule and location. The dissatisfaction experienced by the lack of flexible scheduling policies
and practices is in line with Minnotte, Minnotte, and Thompson’s (2016) study focused on
flexible work schedules. They found that when flexible work schedule policies were in place,
used, and supported by supervisors, the satisfaction of participants increased. The conflict
experienced with advisors and students as fraternity/sorority advisors attempted to make change
happen is discussed in Steiner’s (2017) study; fraternity/sorority advisors want to feel like they
are making an impact and when they do not see desired change in the fraternity/sorority
community they work with, that leads to frustration and burnout. With burnout being classified
by the World Health Organization as a syndrome, it is important to consider factors creating
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burnout in order to optimize the motivation and engagement of employees (Beheshti, 2019). The
amount of relationship building, buy-in, and creativity needed in this role is deep and requires a
lot of time. It is important to provide proper support to fraternity/sorority advisors that meets the
high demand and capacity needed to help those in the role persist.
Application of the Theory of Work Adjustment. When comparing the results of the study to the
theoretical framework, the Theory of Work Adjustment (Dawis, 2005), the experience of
campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors is in line with the theory’s explanation of retention in a
role: when an employee’s workplace values are reinforced by the workplace (and vice versa) and
the environment’s expectations are in line with the employee’s abilities (and vice versa), this
leads to their retention. In reviewing the participants’ experiences, most left the
fraternity/sorority advisor position when there was a misalignment in their values with the
reinforcers that were provided (for example, when a participant valued accountability practices
and the institution did not hold chapters accountable, this led the participant to leave his campusbased role or when another participant was looking for advancement opportunities in
fraternity/sorority life and was unable to find them, he also left the campus-based role) or when
the expectations of the employer did not meet the abilities of the employee. As a result, it is
important to pay close attention to the hiring practices for those in the role; particular attention
should be placed on the responsibilities of the role, how the experience needed in the role
matches those job responsibilities, and on recruiting the right individuals to the role. Once hired,
finding providing reinforcers for the fraternity/sorority advisor’s will be key in maintaining the
individual in the role.
Surprises in the Study. I was surprised to find a lack of discussion from the participants about
the onboarding and training processes associated with the fraternity and sorority functional area
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beyond graduate school. While participants discussed the impact of professional development
opportunities on them and the knowledge acquired from experiences facilitated by their
institutions or conferences and institutes attended, the training and onboarding experiences
provided to them by their institutions and departments in preparing them to take on each role
within fraternity and sorority life was not discussed. Additionally, when the guidance provided
by their supervisor was mentioned, the conversation focused on the day-to-day of the role and
not the preparation or training given by the supervisor following graduate school. This may be as
a result of the lack of training and onboarding opportunities that take place beyond graduate
school for campus-based student affairs professionals. Previous studies have found opinions
about the responsibility of training for student affairs professionals to fall on graduate programs
and faculty (Amey & Ressor, 2015) while others have found that faculty and practitioners
believe the responsibility rests on the other (Dickerson et al., 2011). Literature on the onboarding
and ongoing training needed for student affairs professionals is limited and does not exist for
campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors. When participants discussed their professional
development experiences, a large focus was placed on volunteer experiences and the network of
peers created by this professional development, not the information learned.
Recommendations for Practice
The study participants provided a wealth of information resulting in many recommendations
for practice to enhance the experience of fraternity/sorority advisors and increase their retention
in the role. Based on the results of this study, recommendations are being made in the following
areas: staffing practices, preparation for the role, professional development, and structural and
human resources frames. The support that is provided to campus-based fraternity/sorority
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advisors should also be examined and evaluated, including supervisor support, higher
administration support, and non-campus constituent partnerships.
Staffing Practices. The staffing practices (including the selection, orientation, supervision,
ongoing development, and evaluation) associated with campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors
need to be examined further and potentially overhauled. When recruiting individuals into the
functional area, it is important to look for individuals who balance relationship-building skills,
knowledge of student development, an understanding of the campus-based fraternity/sorority
advisor role and responsibilities that go along with it, have strong cognitive skills, and have the
ability to manage the different tasks associated with the role. The role is one that is multidimensional and requires a certain level of maturity to carry out; its needs include more than
being a member of a fraternity/sorority and understanding the operations of fraternities and
sororities. Designing job descriptions and interview processes that yield successful individuals in
the factors outlined is critical in the recruitment and selection of individuals for this role.
Additionally, it is recommended for departments that have multiple people working in the
functional area, to divide responsibilities so that a portion of the team focuses on proactive
responsibilities (such as designing educational interventions) while the rest of the team manages
reactive responsibilities (such as managing crisis).
Preparation for the Role. Preparation before attaining a full-time position is critical to the role,
particularly with the number of entry-level professionals who are fraternity/sorority advisors
(Koepsell & Stillman, 2016). Graduate programs and professional associations need to build
additional educational interventions (such as a certification in fraternity/sorority advising or a
special topics course focused on fraternity/sorority advising) to support proper preparation for
future campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors. Such programs should be in line with
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recommendations made in the Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education
(2015) for effective practices in program execution and include topics such as effective
communication strategies with a wide range of stakeholders, navigating multiple stakeholders
and politics, educational program creation, coordination, and delivery, how to teach and maintain
long-standing cultural change, organizational development and management principles, crisis
response and management, how to reduce and manage risk, cultural competence, and project
management practices. These topics as also transferable to other functional areas and make for a
prepared and well-rounded student affairs professional.
Professional Development. Professional development for those working in and supervising the
fraternity/sorority functional area should also be examined to assure it falls in line with creating a
high-functioning fraternity/sorority area with proven strategies and experts involved in educating
about those strategies coupled with effective supervision. Professional development is an area
that needs further development as stated by participants in the study as it is most often tied to
volunteer experiences and networking opportunities, not knowledge acquired. Professional
development also needs to be expanded beyond conference and institute attendance to be
ongoing for this role as trends change rapidly on college campuses and it is important campusbased fraternity/sorority advisors stay ahead of trends, particularly those that are risky.
Individual Action Steps. It is recommended that individuals who are in the fraternity/sorority
advisor role take distinct steps to contribute to their retention in the role. First, fraternity/sorority
advisors should strategically plan how to approach their work to assure intention but also guide
the methods used in the day-to-day of the position. Quarterly audits focused on how time is spent
should be conducted and areas where shifts need to be made in order to maximize time and
decrease burnout in the role should be identified. The results of the audit should be discussed
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with their supervisor in order to determine how to reprioritize their work so that it does not have
a negative effect on their evaluation. Fraternity/sorority advisors should form a strong and
trusting relationship with their supervisors in order to feel comfortable advocating for themselves
and the area; they should seek out feedback regularly and provide it as well. Fraternity/sorority
advisors should take responsibility for their professional development by increasing their
knowledge base through reading applicable research, attending relevant conferences and/or
workshops, and becoming involved in applicable functional area volunteer roles. Professionals
should also take time to build strong collaborative relationships with students, advisors, alumni,
higher level administrators, and partners across the university; these relationships could aid in
avoiding the duplication of work and creating sustainable change within the fraternity/sorority
community quicker. Additionally, professionals should use assessment as an opportunity to
inform shifts that must take place in their work and to understand what learning is happening in
the programs and initiatives they launch. It is important to note, though, that sometimes it is
necessary for an individual to leave their role or the functional area for reasons such as
incompatibility, health or liability concerns, or if one does not feel they are effective for the
position. As a functional area, this is a hard realization to come to given the effects turnover has
on the fraternity/sorority community but is also one we need to keep in mind as factors for
mitigating attrition are determined.
Structural and Human Resources Frames. Organizational structure best practices and
compensation are areas needing additional attention as well. Currently, there are no standards
associated with how many staff members should be in the fraternity/sorority functional area,
what level (entry or mid) the fraternity/sorority advisor should be, and what the salary those in
the role should have. While the lack of staffing standards is an issue in student affairs in general
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(Winston, Torres, Carpenter, McIntire, and Petersen, 2001), some functional areas have taken the
time to study this phenomenon. An in-depth study of fraternity/sorority departments that have
high-functioning, limited risk communities should be conducted (similar to the 2008 study
commissioned by ACUHO-I focused on the recruitment and retention of staff in housing and
residential education) to assess how many staff members should exist per number of chapters. It
is recommended for the functional area to move away from using the number of students in the
community as what determines how many staff members are needed and instead the total number
of chapters is used because that is what drives the day-to-day work of the fraternity/sorority
community; the per-member size may be a mitigating factor in risk but that is not proven at this
time. Their job responsibilities and compensation comparable to hours worked and said
responsibilities should be, which will also determine the level the position should be in.
Supervisor Support. Supervision of the campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor needs to
include an understanding of fraternity/sorority community operations, cultural competence,
investment in the development of the fraternity/sorority professional and area, a balanced
approach to coaching (which includes ongoing feedback for positive actions and those that need
improvement), guidance, autonomy that takes into account that individual’s experience level and
knowledge, special attention to issues of burnout and work/life balance, and support of
professional development experiences (by allowing attendance and providing funding). It is
especially important that institutions have those who oversee the fraternity/sorority advisor be
someone who understands the day-to-day of the role, the time and constituent demands placed on
the role, the operations of fraternity/sorority communities, and the trends contemporary
fraternity/sorority communities experience and are facing. Institutions should practice due
diligence on finding a person who meets these criteria to supervise the area.
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Higher Level Administration Support. The human resource and financial support provided to
the functional area should match the expectations placed on the role. Additionally, higher level
administration should take time to demonstrate support to the fraternity/sorority area by
including the fraternity/sorority advisor(s) in high-stakes decisions affecting their work,
demonstrating trust in the fraternity/sorority advisor’s work, bridging any gaps between
institutional departments that could support the fraternity/sorority area and the fraternity/sorority
community, attending fraternity/sorority community large-scale events, and providing clarity in
policies and procedures being enacted.
Use of the Theoretical Framework by Institutions. The Theory of Work Adjustment (Dawis,
2005) provides a good framework for institutions to create steps for retaining employees within
their roles. It is recommended that higher level administrators and supervisors of
fraternity/sorority units use this theory as an opportunity to review the institution’s processes,
procedures, and resources to evaluate how to increase retention, and identify and make
modifications that lead to the retention of not just fraternity/sorority advisors, but employees of
the institution in general.
Non-Campus Constituent Partnerships. Non-campus constituents, such as (inter)national
headquarters and (inter)national board members working with campus-based fraternity/sorority
advisors should develop strong working relationships with them, work with chapter members to
adhere to campus policies and sanctions, and train advisors and other local volunteers on how to
positively partner with the campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor. It is important this
partnership is not one that is set aside and considered an afterthought – it needs to be prioritized;
the work the fraternity/sorority advisors and (inter)national headquarters/(inter)national board
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members do with the fraternity/sorority advisor could be what could create sustainable change
for a chapter.
Recommendations for Future Research
This study provided a lot of context for the lived experiences of fraternity/sorority advisors,
and the factors leading to the attrition and retention of those in the role. Although a lot of data
were gathered by this study, further studies could enhance the campus-based fraternity/sorority
advisor’s role and the functional area in general. Below is an overview of proposed studies to
enhance the knowledge surrounding the fraternity/sorority advisor role.
Preparation for the Role. A comprehensive study focused on how to best prepare professionals
to enter the functional area is necessary and should home in on distinguishing from the
knowledge needed by all student affairs practitioners. Additionally, understanding if experiences
prior to serving as a student affairs professional in fraternity/sorority life (such as serving as a
consultant, chapter advisor, full-time work in another industry, or having particular graduate
assistantship and internship opportunities)best prepare you for the role and lead to a person’s
longevity in the functional area.
Experiences in the Role. An exploration focused on difficult instances fraternity/sorority
advisors face, such as the effect workplace conflict and interpersonal dynamics or understanding
how handling trauma and/or crisis affects the retention of fraternity/sorority advisors, should be
explored.
Identity and Being a Fraternity/Sorority Advisor. As college campuses become more diverse
across the nation, it is inevitable for those pursuing the role of the fraternity/sorority advisor to
also represent this diversity. Understanding the role identity plays in being a fraternity/sorority
advisor could further help the functional area identify practices to retain individuals representing
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different backgrounds and experiences while also finding ways to increase access to higher level
roles and decrease the marginalization of different populations.
Time Management in the Role. Attention to work/life balance is also key in this role and
understanding the specific causes for why fraternity/sorority advisors work the longstanding
hours they do may help in achieving a more balanced set of hours.
Working with Students. One aspect of the literature that is lacking is the effect working with
students has on student affairs professionals in general – both positive and negative effects. As
students are the primary population with whom campus-based fraternity/sorority advisors work,
it is important to understand how the relationship between the students and fraternity/sorority
advisors plays a role in the persistence of professionals. While this study did yield results
demonstrating the positive impact the relationship with students can have on the retention of
fraternity/sorority advisors, it is important to explore this topic deeper and perhaps consider
creating a theory specific to advising fraternity/sorority members that assists fraternity/sorority
advisors in being retained in the role.
Supervising a Fraternity/Sorority Advisor. Another study to consider involves a guided theory
approach that creates a framework for how to supervise campus-based fraternity/sorority
advisors. This study is particularly needed for those supervisors who have not had direct
experience with the fraternity/sorority functional area or have not had recent exposure to
fraternity/sorority work.
Higher Level Administrators’ Perceptions. A topic to further consider is understanding the
perceptions of fraternities and sororities by different administrators at institutions, including
university presidents, general counsel, and cabinet-level administrators. This study could assist
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fraternity/sorority advisors with thinking more strategically and university-focused while also
finding ways to break down barriers that may be found with these administrators.
Transferability of Skills and Advancement Related to the Role. It is also important to
understand how often advancement and upward mobility happen within the functional area to
truly determine if this is a limited factor found in the administration of fraternities and sororities.
It is recommended that the advancement and upward mobility of fraternity/sorority advisors is
explored beyond the functional area to demonstrate the transferability of skills to other roles. As
a result, studying which portions of the fraternity/sorority advisor role lead to higher level
positions within the functional area and beyond could be helpful.
Career Intentions. As factors for attrition within the functional area are considered, it is
important to note whether those starting in the fraternity/sorority advisor role intended to leave
the functional area after a certain amount of time (for example, some may say their intended
career goals were to become a Dean of Students or other higher level administrator). If that is the
case, then making adjustments to the fraternity/sorority advisor role may be limited as intention
to leave the role was already there in the first place. While this study did include a question about
this matter, considering this further may explain why the functional area may be transitory for
other roles and how being a fraternity/sorority advisor helps to prepare individuals for other
positions.
Comparison of Attrition and Retention Factors Across Student Affairs Functional Areas.
The literature demonstrates that attrition in the general student affairs field is present. In order to
isolate factors faced within the fraternity/sorority functional area specifically, it is recommended
that a study is conducted which compares the causes of attrition across different functional areas.
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Modified Version of this Study. The current study could also be replicated but focused on just
one of the two groups examined and approached from a case study or guided theory approach. In
case the study is replicated, it is my recommendation that a cut-off for the attrition group is at
five years instead of ten, to assure participants do not have a difficult time remembering details
that are being asked as part of the study. I also recommend that if a review of resumes is
conducted, that this review is the sole focus of the study in order to inform the accomplishments
and position responsibilities fraternity/sorority advisors highlight and determine what changes
need to be made to fraternity/sorority advisor position descriptions.
Conclusion
The role of the campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor is a difficult yet rewarding role. It is
a dynamic position that involves balancing immediate demands with being strategic in approach.
The 23 participants in this study provided valuable insight into the realities faced by those
serving in campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor roles. Their experiences demonstrate the
passion, dedication, and purposeful approach needed to be successful in the role while also
identifying the hard reality faced in order to persist in the position.
As I reviewed the results of the study, I could not help but want to advocate as hard as
possible for advancement opportunities, better salaries, work conditions, strong administrative
support, and solid supervision for these professionals. While I have served in the role, prior to
the study, I thought many of the experiences the participants described were isolated to my
campus or me as a professional. However, what I found is that I share a lot of commonalities in
professional experiences with others who are in the campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor
role. I have first-hand knowledge of the experiences described by the participants and while I
tried to remain unbiased and removed from what the participants discussed, the hurt, pride,
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success, passion, and disappointment they expressed was something I have experienced and
understood in one way or another. I empathized with the participants often as they recalled their
experiences; this made me want to tell their stories with care and compassion even more, and has
resulted in a secondary professional goal: serve as an advocate for the advancement of the
fraternity and sorority life functional area. I must also acknowledge I feel a responsibility (which
feels like pressure at times) to my colleagues around the nation to demonstrate an authentic,
unfiltered reality of the position. In doing so, I have been very careful and intentional with how
results have been interpreted. It is my hope this study has created a greater understanding of this
phenomenon and results in further studying and enhancing the campus-based fraternity/sorority
advisor’s work.

198

REFERENCES
Allen, D. G., Bryant, P. C. & Vardaman, J. M. (2010). Retaining talent: Replacing
misconceptions with evidence-based strategies. Academy of Management Perspectives,
24(2), pp. 48-64.
Amey, M. J. & Ressor, L. (2015). Beginning your journey: A guide for new professionals in
student affairs (4th ed.). Washington, DC: National Association for Student Personnel
Administrators.
Anderson, J. E., Guido-DiBrito, F. and Morrell, J. S. (2000). Factors That Influence Satisfaction
for Student Affairs Administrators. New Directions for Institutional Research, 105 (pp.
99-110). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Association for the Study of Higher Education (2009). Factors influencing engagement,
retention, and advancement for administrators of color. ASHE Higher Education Report,
35(3), pp. 47-64.
Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors (2018). Core Competencies. Retrieved from
https://www.afa1976.org/page/CoreCompetencies.
Astin, A. W. (1993) What matters in college. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Beheshti, N. (2019, January 16). 10 timely statistics about the connection between employee
engagement and wellness. Forbes. Retrieved from
https://www.forbes.com/sites/nazbeheshti/2019/01/16/10-timely-statistics-about-theconnection-between-employee-engagement-and-wellness/#56ac8822a03b.
Belch, H. A., Wilson, M. E., & Dunkel, N. (2009). Cultures of success: Recruiting and retaining
new live-in residence life professionals. The College Student Affairs Journal, 27(2), pp.
176-193.
Bender, B. E. (2009). Job satisfaction in student affairs. NASPA Journal, 46(4), pp. 553-565.
Biddix, J. P., Matney, M. M., Norman, E. M., & Martin, G. L. (2014). The influence of
fraternity and sorority involvement: A critical analysis of research (1996-2013).
Hoboken, NJ: Wiley Periodicals.
Binder, R. (2003). Historically white men’s fraternal organizations. In Gregory, D. E., and
Associates (Eds.), The administration of fraternal organizations on North American
campuses: A pattern for the new millennium (pp. 29-53). Asheville, NC.: College
Administration Publications, Inc.
199

Brinkmann, S. & Kvale, S. (2015). InterViews: Learning the craft of qualitative research
interviewing. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.
Brown, S. (2018, August 2). Their students died at frat parties. Now these presidents are trying to
make sure that never happens again. The Chronicle of Higher Education. Retrieved from
https://www.chronicle.com/article/Their-Students-Died-at-Frat/244130.
Buchanan, J. & Schupp, M. (2016). Factors that influence the attrition of entry-level student
affairs professionals. Journal of Student Affairs, 25, pp. 107-118.
Carpenter, D. S. (2003). Professionalism in student affairs work. In S. Komives & D. Woodard
(Eds.), Student services: A handbook for the profession (4th ed., pp. 573–591). San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Chavez, N. & Spells, A. (2019, January 22). University of Oklahoma says students involved in
blackface video 'will not return to campus'. CNN. Retrieved from
https://www.cnn.com/2019/01/19/us/ou-blackface-video/index.html.
Conley, V.M. (2001). Separation: An integral aspect of the staffing process. College Student
Affairs Journal, 21(1), pp. 57-63.
Coomes, M. D. & DeBard, R. (2004). Serving the millennial population. In Coomes, M. D. &
DeBard, R. New Directions in Student Services, 106 (pp. 5-16). San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.
Cory, A. (2009). Perspectives on persistence in the profession. Essentials [e-publication].
Retrieved from: https://www.afa1976.org/general/custom.asp?page=Essentials.
Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education (2015). Fraternity and sorority
advising programs. In CAS professional standards for higher education (9th ed., pp. 254265). Washington, DC: Author.
Creswell, J.W. & Poth, C.N. (2018). Qualitative inquiry & research design: Choosing among
five approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.
Dahling, J. J., & Librizzi, U. A. (2015). Integrating the theory of work adjustment and
attachment theory to predict job turnover intentions. Journal of Career Development,
42(3), pp. 215-228.
Dalton, J. C., & Crosby, P. C. (2011). A profession in search of a mission: Is there an enduring
purpose for student affairs in U.S. higher education? Journal of College and Character,
12(4), pp. 1-7.

200

Dawis, R.V. (2005). The Minnesota theory of work adjustment. In Brown, S. D., & Lent, R. W.
(Eds.), Career development and counseling: Putting theory and research to work (pp. 323). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
DeCoster, D.A., & Brown, S.S. (1991). Staff development: Personal and professional education.
In Miller, T. K., Winston, Jr., R. B., & Associates, Administration and leadership in
student affairs: Actualizing student development in higher education (2nd. ed., pp. 563618). Muncie, IN: Accelerated Development.
Dickerson, A. M., Hoffman, J. L., Anan, B. P., Brown, K.F., Vong, L. K., Bresciani, M. J.,
Monzon, R. & Oyler, J. (2011). A comparison of senior student affairs officer and student
affairs preparatory program faculty expectations of entry-level professionals'
competencies. Journal of Student Affairs Research and Practice, 48(4), pp. 463-479.
Dinise-Halter, A. (2017). Challenge and support: The needs of first time professionals in student
affairs. College Student Affairs Journal, 35(2), pp. 1-14.
Dungy, G. & Gordon, S.A. (2011) The development of student affairs. In Schuh, J. H., Jones, S.
R., & Harper, S. R. (Eds.), Student Services: A handbook of the profession (5th ed., pp.
61-79). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Ellucian. (2016). Empowering employees: The state of employee engagement and retention in
higher education [e-publication]. Retrieved from https://www.ellucian.com/landingpages/download-white-paper-empowering-employees/.
Frank, T. E. (2013). Why do they leave? Departure from the student affairs profession
(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC. (Order No. ED557848)
Franklin Square Group. (2003). A call for values congruence. Washington, D.C.: Author.
Gallup, Inc. (2016). How millennials want to work and live. Omaha, NE: Author.
Gates, J.E. (2018, July 16). Fraternity accused of negligence in lawsuit involving 2016 Jackson
shooting. Mississippi Clarion Ledger. Retrieved from
https://www.clarionledger.com/story/news/2018/07/16/shooting-off-campus-jsu-fratparty-leads-lawsuit/788793002/.
Gevrek, D., Spencer, M., Hudgins, D., & Chambers, V. (2017). I can’t get no satisfaction: The
power of perceived differences in employee retention and turnover. Personnel Review,
46(5), pp. 1019-1043.
Grbich, C. (2013). Qualitative data analysis: An introduction. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE
Publications.

201

Gregory, D. E. (2003). The dilemma facing fraternal organizations at the millennium. In
Gregory, D. E., & Associates (Eds.), The administration of fraternal organizations on
North American campuses: A pattern for the new millennium (pp. 3-25). Asheville, NC.:
College Administration Publications, Inc.
Haley, K., Jaeger, A., Hawes, C., & Johnson, J. (2015). Going beyond conference registration:
Creating intentional professional development for student affairs educators. Journal of
Student Affairs Research and Practice, 52(3), pp. 313-326.
Hamrick, F. A. & Klein, K. (2015). Trends and milestones affecting student affairs practice. In
Whitt, E. J. & Schuh, J. H. (Eds.), New Directions for Student Services, 151 (pp. 15–25).
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Harvard University (n.d.). About Harvard. Retrieved from https://www.harvard.edu/aboutharvard.
Herdlein, R., Riefler, L., & Mrowka, K. (2013). An integrative literature review of student affairs
competencies: A meta-analysis. Journal of Student Affairs Research and Practice, 50(3),
pp. 250-269.
Hirt, J. B. (2006). Where you work matters. Lanham, MD: University Press of America.
Hirt, J. B., & Strayhorn, T. L. (2011). In Schuh, J. H., Jones, S. R., & Harper, S. R. (Eds.),
Student services: A handbook of the profession (5th ed., pp. 372-384). San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass.
Holmes, D., Verrier, D., & Chisholm, P. (1983). Persistence in student affairs work: Attitudes
and job shifts among master’s program graduates. Journal of College Student Personnel,
24, pp. 438-443.
Jo, V. H. (2008). Voluntary turnover and women administrators in higher education. Higher
Education, 56(5), pp. 565-582.
Johnson, B., & Christensen, L. (2012). Educational research: Quantitative, qualitative, and
mixed approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Johnson, C. & Larabee, H. (2003). Understanding Emerging Fraternal Organizations. In
Gregory, D. E., & Associates (Eds.), The administration of fraternal organizations on
North American campuses: A pattern for the new millennium (pp. 95-114). Asheville,
NC: College Administration Publications, Inc.
Johnson, R., Bradley, D., Bryant, L., Morton, D.M., & Sawyer, III, D.C. (2008). Advising black
Greek-letter organizations: A student development approach. In Parks, G. S. (Ed.), Black
Greek-letter organizations in the twenty-first century: Our fight has just begun (pp. 437458). Lexington, KY: The University Press of Kentucky.

202

Jones, I. S., & Rivas, O. (2011). A case study in leadership and staff empowerment.
International Journal of the Academic Business World 5(1), pp. 53-57.
Kadiseran, V., Kamil, N. M., Mazlan, M. R. M., Musah, M. B., & Selamat, M. H. (2016). The
influence of human resources practices on employee retention: A case study.
International Journal of Human Resource Studies 6(3), pp. 122-148.
Kimbrough, W. (2003a). Black Greek 101: The culture, customs, and challenges of Black
fraternities and sororities. Cranbury, NJ: Rosemont Publishing and Printing Corp.
Kimbrough, W. (2003b). Historically Black fraternal organizations. In Gregory, D.E., and
Associates (Eds.), The administration of fraternal organizations on North American
campuses: A pattern for the new millennium (pp. 77-94). Asheville, NC: College
Administration Publications, Inc.
Kinzie, J. (2015). Characterizations of students and effective student affairs practice. In Whitt, E.
J. & Schuh, J. H. (Eds.), New Directions for Student Services 151 (pp. 27–37). San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Koepsell, M. 2015. “Update from the Central Office Staff” White paper presented at the Annual
Meeting of the Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors, December 5, Fort Worth, TX.
Koepsell, M. & Stillman, A. (2016). The Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors
Membership: What We Know About our Members and Why it Matters. Fort Collins, CO:
The Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors.
Kuh, G. D. (2008). High-impact educational practices: What they are, who has access to them,
and why they matter. Washington, DC: Association of American Colleges and
Universities.
Kuh, G. D., Pascarella, E. T., & Wechsler, H. (1996, April 19). The chronicle of higher
education. Retrieved from http://chronicle.com/article/The-Questionable-Valueof/97441/.
Lake, P., & Tribbensee, N. (2002). The emerging crisis of college student suicide: Law and
policy response to serious forms of self-inflicted injury. Stetson Law Review, 32, pp. 125.
Lapan, S. D., Quartaroli, M. T., & Riemer, F. J. (Eds.). (2012). Qualitative research: An
introduction to methods and designs. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Leung, S.A. (2008). The big five career theories. In Athanasou, J. A., & van Esbroeck, R. (Eds.),
International Handbook of Career Guidance, (pp. 115-132). Dordrecht, Netherlands:
Springer.
Lee, J. J. & Helm, M. (2013). Student Affairs Capitalism and Early-Career Student Affairs
Professionals. Journal of Student Affairs Research and Practice, 50(3), pp. 290-307.
203

Lombardi, K. M., & Mather, P. C. (2016). Understanding anticipatory socialization for new
student affairs professionals. College Student Affairs Journal, 34(1), pp. 85-97.
“LSU clears administrators once on leave over hazing incidents,” (2019, February 22). WBRZ2
News. Retrieved from http://www.wbrz.com/news/lsu-administrators-placed-on-leaveover-alleged-mishandling-of-hazing-reports/.
Lunceford, C. J. (2014). It takes a village: The role of the individual, organization, and
profession in preparing new professionals. In Ozaki, C. C., & Hornak, A. M. (Eds.), New
Directions for Community Colleges, 166 (pp. 13-20). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Mandhanya, Y. (2015). A study of impact of working environment on retention of employees.
Sona Global Management Review 9(4), pp. 116-128.
Marshall, C. & Rossman, G.B. (2016) Designing qualitative research. Thousand Oaks, CA:
SAGE Publications.
Marshall, S. M., Gardner, M. M., Hughes, C. & Lowery, U. (2016). Attrition from student
affairs: Perspectives from those who exited the profession. Journal of Student Affairs
Research and Practice, 53(2), pp. 146-159.
Martin, G.L., & McGee, M. (2014). The effects of student interactions with student affairs
professionals on college outcomes. In Whitt, E. J., & Schuh, J. H. (Eds.), New Directions
for Student Services, 147 (pp. 49-57). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Martin, G. L., & Seifert, T.A. (2011) Relationship between students' interactions with student
affairs professionals and cognitive outcomes in the first year of college. Journal of
Student Affairs Research and Practice, 48(4), pp. 389-410.
Maslow, A. H. (1987). Motivation and personality. New York, NY: Harper and Row.
Mason, M. C. (2016). Mentoring and socialization of future senior student affairs officers.
Journal of Higher Education Theory and Practice, 16(4), pp. 72-80.
Mather, P. C., Bryan, S. P., & Faulkner, W.O. (2009). Orienting mid-level student affairs
professionals. The College Student Affairs Journal, 27(2), pp. 242-256
McNair, D. E., Miguel, K. Sobers-Young, S. T.; Bechtel, M., & Jacobson, S. (2013). Women in
student affairs: Past, present, and future leaders. NASPA Journal about Women in Higher
Education, 6(2), pp. 231-250.
Merriam, S.B. & Tisdell, E.J. (2016). Qualitative research: A guide to design and
implementation. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

204

Miller, T.E. and Sorochty, R. W. (2015). Risk management in student affairs. San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.
Minnotte, K. L., Minnotte, M. C., & Thompson, K. (2016). The life satisfaction of dual-earner
mothers and fathers: Does flexible scheduling matter? Journal of Happiness Studies: An
Interdisciplinary Forum on Subjective Well-Being, 17(6), pp. 2365–2388.
Moynihan, D. P. & Landuyt, N. (2008). Explaining turnover intention in state government:
Examining the roles of gender, life cycle, and loyalty. Review of Public Personnel
Administration, 28(2), pp. 120-143.
Nichols, K. N., & Baumgartner, L. M. (2016). Midlevel managers’ supervisory learning journey.
College Student Affairs Journal, 34(2), pp. 61-74.
North American Interfraternity Conference. (2018). Fraternity stats at a glance [Data file].
Retrieved from https://nicfraternity.org/fraternity-statistics/.
Ogburn, E. & Janosik, S.M. (2006). Candidate-centered recruiting and hiring: Improving staffing
practices in student affairs. Journal of College and University Student Housing, 34(1), pp.
4-10.
Owen, K. C. (1991). The American college fraternity. In Anson, J. L., & Marchesani, Jr., R. F.
(Eds.), Baird's manual of American college fraternities (20th ed., pp. I1-I72).
Indianapolis, IN: Baird's Manual Foundation.
Park, A., Sher, K., & Krull, J. (2008). Risky drinking in college changes as fraternity/sorority
affiliation changes: A Person-environment perspective. Psychology of Addictive
Behaviors, 22 (2), pp. 219-229.
Paterson, B. & Manning, M. (2003). Embracing alumni groups, chapter advisors and faculty
advisors: A partnership between universities and fraternal organizations. In Gregory, D.
E., & Associates (Eds.), The administration of fraternal organizations on North
American campuses: A pattern for the new millennium (pp. 235-252). Asheville, NC:
College Administration Publications, Inc.
Patton, W., & McMahon, M. (2014). Career development and systems theory (3rd ed.).
Rotterdam, The Netherlands: Sense Publishers.
Porterfield, K. T. & Whitt, E. J. (2016). Past, present, and future: Contexts for current challenges
and opportunities for student affairs leadership. In Whitt, E. J., Roper, L. D., Porterfield,
K. T., & Carnaghi, J. E. (Eds.). New Directions for Student Services, 153 (pp. 9-17).
Renn, K. A., & Jessup-Anger, E. R. (2008). Preparing new professionals: lessons for graduate
preparation programs from the national study of new professionals in student affairs.
Journal of College Student Development, 49(4), pp. 319-335.

205

Riordan, B. G. (2003a). The fraternity advisor: Roles, responsibilities, and resources. In
Gregory, D. E., and Associates (Eds.), The administration of fraternal organizations on
North American campuses: A pattern for the new millennium (pp. 215-234). Asheville,
NC.: College Administration Publications, Inc.
Riordan, B.G. (2003b). The role of the association of fraternity advisors (AFA). In Gregory, D.
E., and Associates (Eds.), The administration of fraternal organizations on North
American campuses: A pattern for the new millennium (pp. 179-195). Asheville, NC:
College Administration Publications, Inc.
Roberts, D. M. (2007). Preferred methods of professional development in student affairs. NASPA
Journal, 44(3), pp. 561-577.
Rollo, J. M. & Zdziarksi II, E. L. (2007). The impact of crisis. In Zdziarksi II, E. L., Dunkel,
N. W., Rollo, J. M., & Associates (Eds.), Campus crisis management: A comprehensive
guide to planning, prevention, response, and recovery (pp. 3-33). San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.
Rosser, V. J., & Javinar, J. M. (2003). Midlevel student affairs leaders' intentions to leave:
Examining the quality of their professional and institutional work life. Journal of College
Student Development, 44(6), pp. 813-830.
Rubin, H.J. & Rubin, I. S. (2012). Qualitative interviewing: The art of hearing data. Thousand
Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.
Saldana, J. (2015). The coding manual for qualitative researchers. Los Angeles, CA: SAGE
Publications.
Sandeen, A., & Barr, M. J. (2006). Critical issues for student affairs: Challenges and
opportunities. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Seidman, I. (2013). Interviewing as Qualitative Research: A Guide for Researchers in Education
and the Social Sciences. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.
Sherwood, G. P., & McKelfresh, D. (2007). Crisis management teams. In Zdziarksi II, E. L.,
Dunkel, N. W., Rollo, J. M., & Associates (Eds.), Campus crisis management: A
comprehensive guide to planning, prevention, response, and recovery (pp. 55-71). San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Shupp, M. R., & Arminio, J. L. (2012). Synergistic supervision: A confirmed key to retaining
entry-level student affairs professionals. Journal of Student Affairs Research and
Practice, 49(2), pp. 157-174.
Silver, B. R., & Jakeman, R. C. (2014). Understanding intent to leave the field: a study of student
affairs master’s students’ career plans. Journal of Student Affairs Research and Practice,
51(2), pp. 170-182.
206

Soria, K., Fink, A., Lepkowski, C., & Synder, L. (2015). Undergraduate student leadership and
social change. Journal of College and Character, 14(3), pp. 241-252.
Steiner, K. D. (2017). Anchor down: A grounded theory study of sustaining careers in the
fraternity/sorority advising profession (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest.
(Order No. 10685786).
Stock-Ward, S. R. and Javorek, M. E. (2003). Applying theory to practice: Supervision in student
affairs. Journal of Student Affairs Research and Practice 40(3), pp. 77-92.
Student Affairs Professionals in Higher Education – NASPA. (2018). Graduate Program
Directory [Online directory]. Retrieved from www.naspa.org/careers/graduate/graduateprogram-directory.
Swanson, J. L., & Schneider, M. (2013). Minnesota theory of work adjustment. In S. D. Brown
& R. W. Lent (Eds.), Career development and counseling: Putting theory and research to
work (2nd ed., pp. 29–54). New York, NY: John Wiley.
Taub, D. J., & McEwen, M. K. (2006). Decision to enter the profession of student affairs.
Journal of College Student Development, 47(2), pp. 206-216.
The College and University Professional Association for Human Resources. (2015). 2014-15
Administrators in Higher Education Salary Survey [Data file]. Retrieved from
https://www.higheredjobs.com/salary/salaryDisplay.cfm?SurveyID=30.
Thelin, J. R. (2011). A history of American higher education (2nd ed.). Baltimore, MD: Johns
Hopkins University Press.
Thelin, J. R. & Gasman, M. (2011). Historical overview of American higher education. In Schuh,
J. H., Jones, S. R., & Harper, S.R. (Eds.), Student services: A handbook of the profession
(pp. 3-23). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Tinto, V. (1993). Leaving College: Rethinking the Causes and Cures of Student Attrition (2nd
ed.). Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Tull, A. (2011). Promoting effective staffing practices in student affairs: A Review of 10 Years
of National Conference Curricula. College Student Affairs Journal, 29 (2), 125-135.
Turk, D. B. (2004). Bound by a mighty vow: Sisterhood and women's fraternities (1870-1920).
New York, NY: New York University Press.
Tyrell, S. (2014). Creating and implementing practices that promote and support quality student
affairs professionals. In Ozaki, C. C., Hornak, A. M., & Lunceford, C. J. (Eds.), New
Directions for Community Colleges 166 (pp. 63-77). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

207

Tyrell, S. & Fey, C. (2011). The future of student affairs is dependent on choosing roads less
traveled. CSPA-NYC Journal of Student Affairs, 11(1), pp. 17-36.
U.S. Department of Education. (2018). Digest of Education Statistics, 2016 [data file]. Retrieved
from https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/current_tables.asp.
Wilk, K.E. (2016). Work‐life balance and ideal worker expectations for administrators. New
Directions for Higher Education, 176 (pp. 37-51). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Wilson, M. E., (2008). Recruitment and retention of entry-level staff in housing and residence
life: A report on activities supported by the ACUHO-I Commissioned Research Program.
Higher Education and Student Affairs Faculty Publications.
Winston, R.B. & Creamer, D.G. (1997). Improving staffing practices in student affairs. San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Winston, R. J., Torres, V., Carpenter, D. S., McIntire, D. D., & Petersen, B. (2001). Staffing in
student affairs: A survey of practices. College Student Affairs Journal, 21(1), pp. 1-6.
Wood, L., Winston, R. B., Jr., & Polkosnik, M. C. (1985). Career orientations and professional
development of young student affairs professionals. Journal of College Student
Personnel, 26(6), pp. 532–539.
Wrona, D. (2016). The campus fraternity and sorority professional of the future. Perspectives,
1(1), pp. 16-19.

208

APPENDICES

209

Appendix A. Social Media Participant Recruitment Message
My name is Viancca Williams and I am a doctoral candidate at the University of South Florida in
the department of Leadership, Counseling, Adult, Career and Higher Education. I am currently
working on my dissertation focusing on the retention and attrition on campus-based
Fraternity/Sorority Advisors (FSA). I am looking for individuals who meet one of the two
criteria:
• Served as a campus-based Fraternity/Sorority Advisors continuously for seven years or
more post-Master’s degree.
• Previously served as campus-based Fraternity/Sorority Advisors for at least two years or
more post-Master’s degree and have made a decision to depart the functional area at the
campus level permanently.
The study has been approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the University of South
Florida. The study will include 1 interview which will take place via video conference call and
should take between 60 and 90 minutes and a follow-up interview lasting between 30 and 45
minutes to acquire additional information and clarification. Additionally, you will be asked to
submit a copy of your most recent resume and complete a quick demographic information survey
that will take about 10 minutes to complete. Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary.
If you would like to participate, please fill out this form:
https://usf.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_b0Yjgg2c5W7oxHD. Please do not hesitate to contact
Viancca Williams at vianccawilliams@gmail.com if you have any questions. Thank you for your
consideration!
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Appendix B. Study Participant Information Form
Thank you for your interest in participating in Viancca Williams' dissertation study focused on
the attrition and retention factors associated with the full-time campus-based Fraternity/Sorority
Advisor role. The information below will be used to confirm your eligibility in the study and to
collect your contact information. Please fill this form out in its entirety - it should take no more
than 5 minutes. Should you have any questions, please contact Viancca Williams at
vianccawilliams@gmail.com.
1. Participant First and Last Name:
2. Preferred Pseudonym (the name you would like to be called during the study that is not
your actual first name; this name may be used to identify you throughout the study
provided there are no duplicates):
3. What are your preferred gender pronouns?
a. She/her/hers
b. He/him/his
c. They/them/their
d. Not listed:
4. Do you currently serve as a full-time campus-based Fraternity/Sorority Advisor?
a. Yes
b. No
5. Logic if yes is selected for question 4: How many years have you served as a full-time
campus-based Fraternity/Sorority Advisor continuously?
6. Logic if no is selected for question 4: Please state the month and year you were last in
this role and the length of time you served as a full-time campus-based
Fraternity/Sorority Advisor in total number of years:
7. Preferred email to send information to you regarding this study:
8. Preferred phone number to reach you at:
9. Your current time zone:
a. Eastern
b. Central
c. Mountain
d. Pacific
e. Other:
10. What are the best days of the week and times for you to participate in this study (select all
that apply):
a. Times: early morning (between 7 am and 9 am), morning (between 9 am and
noon), early afternoon (between noon and 2 pm), mid to late afternoon (between 2
pm and 5 pm), evening (between 5 pm and 7 pm), night (between 7 pm and 9
pm), unavailable
b. Days: Sunday, Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, Friday, Saturday
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Appendix C. Invitation to the Study Email
Dear (insert name),
Thank you for agreeing to participate in my dissertation study focusing on the retention and
attrition of campus-based Fraternity/Sorority Advisors (FSA). This email confirms your
participation in the study. To get us started, please fill out the following link with your
availability: (insert Doodle link). Once you have filled this out, I will confirm a final interview
date and time within 48 hours. As a reminder, the interview will take place via video
conferencing using Zoom software. In order to join the meeting, a link will be sent specific to
your designated interview time once confirmed. Additionally, I am requesting that at least two
days prior to the interview, you fill out the following assessment, which includes uploading a
copy of your resume: https://usf.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_8rjp8R7lGB1MOtn. This
assessment should take less than ten minutes to complete. A follow up interview will take place
within two weeks of the initial interview; this interview time will be set up after our initial
interview ends.
Should you have any questions or need anything else prior to our initial interview time, please
don’t hesitate to contact me via email or at 813-785-9914. Once again, thank you for helping to
contribute to this study. I look forward to learning more about you.
Sincerely,
Viancca Williams
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Appendix D. Demographic and Experiences Assessment
Page 1
Informed Consent to Participate in Research
Information to Consider Before Taking Part in this Research Study: An Exploration of the
Retention and Attrition Factors in the Campus-Based Fraternity/Sorority Advisor (RolePro #
00037751)
You are being asked to take part in a research study. Before providing any additional information
to participate in the study, please review the information found in this document: (link to USF
Survey Consent). The information in this document should help you to decide if you would like
to participate. The sections in the Overview provide the basic information about the study. More
detailed information is provided in the remainder of the document.
Page 2
After reading the Informed Consent in the previous screen, I freely give my consent to take part
in this study. I understand that by proceeding with this survey, I am agreeing to take part in
research and I am 18 years of age or older:
1. Yes
2. No
Page 3
The questions found below will assist the Principal Investigator in understanding your personal
and professional experiences as part of this study. Your information and responses will be
handled in a secure way using a code that can be linked to your name only by a code list that is
kept in a secure and password protected place. Any identifying information for the participants
such as position titles or places of work will also be modified, and if it cannot be modified, your
consent will be requested to use that information in reporting. At the end of the survey, you will
be asked to submit your resume; please make sure you have access to your resume before
completing this form.
1. First and last name:
2. Please indicate the state you currently live in:
3. What is your highest level of education?
a. Some college
b. Associate’s degree
c. Bachelor’s degree
d. Master’s degree
e. Terminal degree
f. Not listed:
4. What gender do you identify with?
a. Woman
b. Man
c. Transgender Woman
d. Transgender Man
e. Gender Variant/Non-Confirming
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f. Not listed:
g. Prefer not to answer
5. What race/ethnicity do you identify with?
a. African American/Black
b. Asian/Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
c. Hispanic/Latinx
d. Middle eastern
e. Native American
f. White
g. Multiracial/ethnic
h. Not listed:
i. Prefer not to answer
6. What is your age?
7. What is your marital status?
a. Single (never married)
b. Married
c. Domestic partnership
d. Widowed
e. Divorced
f. Separated
8. Do you have any children?
a. Yes
b. No
9. Logic if yes for Question 8: If you have children, please list the number of children you have
and corresponding age(s) (ex. 2 children ages 2 and 5):
10. Do you serve as the primary caregiver for anyone?
a. Yes
b. No
11. Logic if yes for Question 10: If you serve as the primary caregiver of someone, please select
their relationship to you (ex. biological child, parent, niece/nephew, sibling, etc.):
Page 4
For the purpose of this study, a campus-based Fraternity/Sorority Advisor is defined as a
professional working on a college campus with responsibility for advising fraternities and
sororities at least fifty percent of their time. Please consider this definition as you answer the
following questions.
12. Please list the year you began working as a campus-based Fraternity/sorority advisor role
professionally:
13. Please list the total number of years you work(ed) in a campus-based Fraternity/sorority
advisor role professionally:
14. Are you currently employed as a campus-based Fraternity/sorority advisor professionally?
a. Yes
b. No
15. Logic if no to Question 14: List the year you left your last campus-based Fraternity/Sorority
Advisor role:
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16. Logic if no to Question 14: Are you currently employed in a campus-based higher education
role?
a. Yes
b. No
17. Logic if yes to Question 16: If currently in a campus-based higher education role, list the
functional area you work for:
18. Logic if no to Question 16: If outside of a campus-based higher education role, list your
current field:
19. Please upload your resume:
Thank you for providing this information for the study! In order to schedule your interview,
please fill out the Doodle poll found in your invitation email. I look forward to our upcoming
interview time!
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Appendix E. Survey Consent

Informed Consent to Participate in Research
Information to Consider Before Taking Part in this Research Study
Title: An Exploration of the Retention and Attrition Factors in the Campus-Based
Fraternity/Sorority Advisor Role
Pro # 00037751

Overview: You are being asked to take part in a research study. The information in this
document should help you to decide if you would like to participate. The sections in this
Overview provide the basic information about the study. More detailed information is provided
in the remainder of the document.
Study Staff: This study is being led by Viancca Williams who is a doctoral candidate at the
University of South Florida. This person is called the Principal Investigator. She is being
guided in this research by Dr. Thomas E. Miller. Other approved research staff may act on
behalf of the Principal Investigator.
Study Details: This study is being conducted at the University of South Florida via a video
conference platform and is supported/sponsored by the Association of Fraternity/Sorority
Advisors. The purpose of the study is to explore the factors associated with retention and
attrition in the campus-based Fraternity/Sorority Advisor role. If you take part in this study,
you will be asked to: a) release your demographic information through a 10-minute
electronic assessment to the Primary Investigator which will be used to collect standard
personal information before the interviews take place; b) submit the most recent copy of your
professional resume; c) complete a 60 to 90-minute interview with me over a video
conferencing platform; and d) complete a 30 to 45 minute follow-up interview over a video
conferencing platform.
Participants: You are being asked to take part because you have been identified as someone
who meets one of the following criteria: a) currently serve in the role of a campus-based
Fraternity/Sorority Advisor with at least seven years of continuous post-Master’s degree
experience in the functional area; or b) have previously served in the role of a campus-based
Fraternity/Sorority Advisor with at least two years of post-Master’s degree experience in the
functional area and have permanently left a campus-based Fraternity/Sorority Advisor role.
Voluntary Participation: Your participation is voluntary. You do not have to participate and
may stop your participation at any time. There will be no penalties or loss of benefits or
opportunities if you do not participate or decide to stop once you start. Your decision to
participate or not to participate will not affect your job status, employment record, employee
evaluations, or advancement opportunities.
Benefits, Compensation, and Risk: There is no cost to participate. You will be compensated
with a $25.00 Amazon gift card if you complete the first study interview and follow up
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interview. If you withdraw for any reason from the study before completion, you will be
compensated with a $15.00 Amazon gift card for each study interview you complete. This
research is considered minimal risk. Minimal risk means that study risks are the same as the
risks you face in daily life.
Confidentiality: Even if we publish the findings from this study, we will keep your study
information private and confidential. Anyone with the authority to look at your records must
keep them confidential.

Why are you being asked to take part?
This study offers a unique contribution to the student affairs field by focusing on the experiences
of individuals who have previously and currently serve as campus-based Fraternity/Sorority
Advisors. You are being asked to take part in the study because of your experiences serving as a
campus-based Fraternity/Sorority Advisor; these experiences will provide unique insight into
what is expected as part of the role, the needs of those in the role, and the lived experience of
those navigating the role. Your perspective will provide an opportunity to help create strategies
that assist in the retention of individuals in the role.

Study Procedures
If you take part in this study, you will be asked to participate in interviews via videoconferencing
software which will be recorded. One 60 to 90 minute interview will be conducted with each
participant to begin; a 30 to 45 minute follow up interview will also be conducted to collect
additional information and clarify experiences. The study timeline will be as follows:
•
Initial Interview (Week One): This week will include going over participation
expectations and expanding upon the purpose of the study. Interview questions will focus on
your path to serving as a campus-based Fraternity/Sorority Advisor, professional competencies,
daily work responsibilities, professional development opportunities, interactions with supervisors
and coworkers, career aspirations, and experiences that have affected your professional path. The
purpose of the first interview is to understand details (particularly focused on “what” and “how”)
and depth (the “why”) associated with the role.
•
Follow up Interview (Two Weeks Later): Any items requiring follow up will be
addressed. The purpose of follow up questions will be to collect missing information, identify
new realities, understand deeper what the participants are trying to explain, tackle contradictions,
and piece together themes Participants will also review the preliminary analysis, interpretations,
and conclusions derived by the Principal Investigator in order to assure it represents their
experience. The analysis will be sent to the participants at least five days ahead of time for them
to review to ensure the follow up interview concentrates on clarifying.
Prior to interviews being conducted, participants will be asked to submit an electronic
assessment covering demographic information as well as questions regarding the campus-based
Fraternity/Sorority Advisor role(s) you have held. You will also be asked to submit a copy of
your resume.
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The interviews will be recorded and transcribed verbatim. A copy of the transcribed interviews
and analysis will be sent to you for verification purposes. Your information and responses will be
handled in a secure way using a code that can be linked to your name only by a code list that is
kept in a secure and password protected place. Any identifying information for the participants
such as position titles or places of work will also be modified, and if it cannot be modified,
participants’ consent will be requested to use that information in reporting. Any published work
associated with this study will not identify any organization, individual, or both. The data may be
utilized for items such as: research reports, book chapters, journal articles, and conference
presentations. All interview materials will be destroyed within five years after the Final Report is
submitted to the IRB; any printed materials will be shredded and any electronic materials will be
permanently deleted.

Alternatives / Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal
You do not have to participate in this research study.
You should only take part in this study if you want to volunteer. You should not feel that there is
any pressure to take part in the study. You are free to participate in this research or withdraw at
any time. There will be no penalty or loss of benefits you are entitled to receive if you stop
taking part in this study.

Benefits and Risks
You will receive no benefit from this study. This research is considered to be minimal risk.

Compensation
You will be compensated with a $25.00 Amazon gift card if you complete all the scheduled
study visits. If you withdraw for any reason from the study before completion you will be
compensated with a $15.00 Amazon gift card for each study interview you complete.
For USF faculty/staff: If you do not want to complete the tax payer ID form you can still
participate in the study, however if the form is not completed you will not be compensated.

Privacy and Confidentiality
We will do our best to keep your records private and confidential. We cannot guarantee absolute
confidentiality. Your personal information may be disclosed if required by law. Certain people
may need to see your study records. The only people who will be allowed to see these records
are:
•

The research team, including the Principal Investigator, major professor, and
committee members.

•

Certain government and university people who need to know more about the study.
For example, individuals who provide oversight on this study may need to look at
your records. This is done to make sure that we are doing the study in the right way.
They also need to make sure that we are protecting your rights and your safety.
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•

The USF Institutional Review Board (IRB) and its related staff who have oversight
responsibilities for this study, and staff in USF Research Integrity and Compliance.

•

Staff members from of the Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors who serve as
the sponsoring/supporting organization.

Your information collected as part of the research, even if identifiers are removed, will NOT be
used or distributed for future research studies.
It is possible, although unlikely, that unauthorized individuals could gain access to your
responses because you are responding online. Confidentiality will be maintained to the degree
permitted by the technology used. No guarantees can be made regarding the interception of data
sent via the Internet. However, your participation in this online survey involves risks similar to a
person’s everyday use of the Internet. If you complete and submit an anonymous survey and later
request your data be withdrawn, this may or may not be possible as the researcher may be unable
to extract anonymous data from the database.

Contact Information
If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this study, call Viancca Williams at
813-785-9914. If you have questions about your rights, complaints, or issues as a person taking
part in this study, call the USF IRB at (813) 974-5638 or contact by email at RSCHIRB@usf.edu.
We may publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not let anyone know your
name. We will not publish anything else that would let people know who you are. You can print
a copy of this consent form for your records.
I freely give my consent to take part in this study. I understand that by proceeding with this
survey that I am agreeing to take part in research and I am 18 years of age or older.
https://usf.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_8rjp8R7lGB1MOtn
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Appendix F. Follow Up to Invitation to the Study Email – No Response
Dear (insert name),
Thank you for your interest in participating in my dissertation study focusing on the retention
and attrition of campus-based Fraternity/Sorority Advisors (FSA). Last week, I sent an email
inviting you to participate in the study but haven’t heard from you yet. As a reminder, to get us
started, please fill out the following link with your availability: (insert Doodle link). Once you
have filled this out, I will confirm a final interview date and time within 48 hours. The interview
will take place via video conferencing using Zoom software and a link specific to your
designated interview time will be directly sent to you once confirmed. Additionally, I am
requesting that at least two days prior to the interview, you fill out the following assessment,
which includes uploading a copy of your resume:
https://usf.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_8rjp8R7lGB1MOtn. This assessment should take less
than ten minutes to complete. A follow up interview will take place within two weeks of the
initial interview; this interview time will be set up after our initial interview ends.
Should you have any questions or need anything else prior to our initial interview time, please
don’t hesitate to contact me via email or at 813-785-9914. Once again, thank you for helping to
contribute to this study. I look forward to learning more about you.
Sincerely,
Viancca Williams
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Appendix G. Interview Time Confirmation Email
Dear (insert name),
Thank you for agreeing to participate in my dissertation study titled An Exploration of the Retention
and Attrition Factors in the Campus-Based Fraternity/Sorority Advisor Role. This email confirms our
interview date and time: (insert date and time). As a reminder, the interview will take place via
Zoom video conferencing. In order to join the meeting, please follow this link during the
designated interview time: (insert video conferencing link). If assessment not submitted:
Additionally, I have not received your demographic and experiences assessment with a copy of
your resume. Please complete the assessment and upload your resume at least two days prior to
the interview: https://usf.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_8rjp8R7lGB1MOtn. This assessment
should take less than ten minutes to complete. If assessment submitted: Thank you for submitting
your demographic and experiences assessment with a copy of your resume – with this I am
confirming all has been received.
Should you have any questions or need anything else prior to our interview time, please don’t
hesitate to contact me via email or at 813-785-9914. Thank you for helping to contribute to this
research study. I look forward to our conversation!
Sincerely,
Viancca Williams
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Appendix H. Final Interview Reminder Email
Dear Colleague,
Thank you for agreeing to participate in my dissertation study focusing on the retention and
attrition of campus-based Fraternity/Sorority Advisors (FSA). I am excited to learn more about
you and look forward to our conversation. This is a reminder for our scheduled interview date
and time: (insert date and time). The interview will take place via Zoom video conferencing;
please use the following link during the designated interview time: (insert video conferencing
link). Our time together should last about one hour and 30 minutes. As you consider the best
place to complete the interview, please find a place that is quiet/limits background noise and is
somewhere you will remain uninterrupted for that time period.
Should you have any questions or need anything else prior to our interview time, please don’t
hesitate to contact me via email or at 813-785-9914. Once again, thank you for helping to
contribute to this study.
Sincerely,
Viancca Williams
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Appendix I. Interview Guide – Retention Group
To do prior to beginning recording:
□ Establish rapport
□ Test audio
□ Remind of pseudonyms being used
□ Encourage participants to conduct interviews in places where they feel comfortable and will be
easily heard by the Principal Investigator
□ Remind of right to refuse questions and ability to withdraw a segment of something they said
at any point during the study
□ Update on reading of informed consent verbal agreement directly as is, required by IRB
□ Ready to begin?
Begin Recording - Pre-Interview Script
The purpose of this study is to discuss your experiences serving as a campus-based
Fraternity/Sorority Advisor. This study is being led by me, Viancca Williams, a doctoral
candidate at the University of South Florida. I am the Principal Investigator and am being guided
in this research by Dr. Thomas E. Miller. Other approved research staff may act on behalf of the
Principal Investigator.
Prior to engaging in our interview questions, I’d like to review the participant requirements, time
expectations, and confidentiality and privacy for the study as they appear in the informed
consent. You will be given time to ask any questions you may have regarding the study as we
review this information. The requirements for participating in this study are:
• You have been employed full-time at an institution of higher education (college/university)
in a direct Fraternity/Sorority Advisor role (meaning 50% of job responsibilities are directly
related to working with fraternities and sororities)
• You have worked in a Fraternity/Sorority Advisor role professionally for a minimum of
seven years continuously
Do you meet the stated participant requirements?
This study is being conducted at the University of South Florida and you are being asked to
participate in a video conference interview that will be recorded. This study is
supported/sponsored by the Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors. You have also been
asked to respond to an on-line demographic questionnaire which should not take more than 10
minutes to complete and to submit your most recent resume to me within that questionnaire. The
interview today will last about 90-minutes. There will also be a 30 to 45-minute follow-up
interview which will also take place over a video conferencing platform within the next two
weeks. You will receive a copy of the interview transcript and analysis, and will have an
opportunity to review its contents for accuracy. The total range of time expected for this study is
one hour and 40 minutes and two and a half hours. All interviews will be recorded – do you
agree to being recorded? Will you be able to fulfill these expectations?
You have been given a pseudonym and any other identifying information will be intentionally
concealed. We will do our best to keep your records private and confidential. We cannot
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guarantee absolute confidentiality. Your personal information may be disclosed if required by
law. Certain people may need to see your study records. The only people who will be allowed to
see these records are:
• The research team, including the Principal Investigator, major professor, and committee
members.
• Certain government and university people who need to know more about the study. For
example, individuals who provide oversight on this study may need to look at your records.
This is done to make sure that we are doing the study in the right way. They also need to
make sure that we are protecting your rights and your safety.
• The USF Institutional Review Board (IRB) and its related staff who have oversight
responsibilities for this study, and staff in USF Research Integrity and Compliance.
• Staff members from of the Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors who serve as the
sponsoring/supporting organization.
Your information or samples collected as part of the research, even if identifiers are removed,
will NOT be used or distributed for future research studies.. Do you have any questions or
concerns regarding your confidentiality or privacy?
Your participation is voluntary and you may discontinue participation at any time by informing
me you would no longer like to serve as a participant. If your interview has already occurred, I
may request use of that data, but should your preference be to have the data destroyed and not
used in the study, your request will be honored. There will be no penalties or loss of benefits or
opportunities if you do not participate or decide to stop once you start. Your decision to
participate or not to participate will not affect your job status, employment record, employee
evaluations, or advancement opportunities.
We do not know if you will receive any benefit from your participation. There is no cost to
participate. You will be compensated with a $25.00 Amazon gift card if you complete the first
study interview and follow up interview. If you withdraw for any reason from the study before
completion, you will be compensated with a $15.00 Amazon gift card for each study interview
you complete.
For USF faculty/staff only: If you do not want to complete the tax payer ID form you can still
participate in the study, however if the form is not completed you will not be compensated.
This research is considered minimal risk. Minimal risk means that study risks are the same as the
risks you face in daily life. Sharing your personal experiences may be uncomfortable or painful. I
will aim to make this process as comfortable as possible. Should you need additional support, I
can work with you to locate referrals for a professional counselor in your area. Do you have any
additional questions regarding the informed consent?
With the information provided:
• Are you comfortable discussing your experiences as a campus-based fraternity/sorority
advisor with me through video conference?
• Would you like to participate in this study?
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If the participant answers yes to both questions, we will move forward with the interview
questions.
Introduction/Rapport
To begin our time together, I’d like to understand a little bit more about your path into student
affairs.
1. Tell me about the path that led you into student affairs in a campus-based role.
2. When you entered student affairs, what did you believe the work was about? How were
those expectations met? How were they unmet?
3. Consider your graduate preparation program. What factors set you up for success in a
fraternity/sorority advisor role? What was missing? What did you feel completely
unprepared for?
The Work Environment: Needs, Relationships, Professional Development, Work
Conditions, Advancement, and Institutional Practices
I’d like to shift gears and discuss your experience as a fraternity and sorority advisor. In
particular, I’d like to why you went into fraternity/sorority advising and talk though different
factors associated with serving in the role.
1. Out of all functional areas, why did you pursue fraternity and sorority life?
2. When you became a fraternity/sorority advisor, how long did you envision yourself in the
role? Why?
3. What was your desired career path when you first entered the fraternity/sorority advisor
role? What is your desired career path now?
4. Consider your role as a fraternity/sorority advisor. What effect did the following
individuals have on you staying in the role: coworkers, supervisor, students, and
advisors/alumni?
5. Tell me about the working conditions (hours, work schedule, space where you work) you
experienced as a fraternity/sorority advisor? What effect did those working conditions
have on your desire to continue in the role?
6. Have institutional practices and policies had an effect on your tenure as a
fraternity/sorority advisor? How so?
7. Are there are advancement opportunities as a fraternity/sorority advisor? Have you
experienced any advancement as a fraternity/sorority advisor? How did that have an
effect on your decision to remain in the role?
8. What effect has professional development played on your persistence as a
fraternity/sorority advisor? What about mentors?
Factors Affecting Job Satisfaction and Retention
In order to fully understand your experience, I’d like to ask you some questions about
requirements of the fraternity/sorority advisor role and the work environment.
1. What are your values in the workplace? How did being a fraternity/sorority advisor
reinforce those values? How did the role not reinforce them?
2. What abilities or skills are required to serve as a fraternity/sorority advisor? Tell me how
you match those abilities and skills.
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3. What abilities and skills have your employer(s) expected you had to serve in the role?
Were you able to match those expectations? Why or why not?
4. Consider things that reinforce your desire to stay in a professional role. Were any of these
reinforcers present in the fraternity/sorority advisor role? How have these reinforcers had
an effect on whether you stay in the role?
5. What causes you satisfaction at work?
6. Tell me about what causes you dissatisfaction in fraternity/sorority advisor work. Did you
express this dissatisfaction to anyone? What did you do to adjust to this dissatisfaction?
How often did you experience this?
7. Tell me about changes that took place/have taken place during your tenure as a
fraternity/sorority advisor. How did you respond to this change? Have these changes
affected your desire to stay in the role? Why or why not?
Conclusion
I have a few more questions before we conclude.
1. Have you considered leaving the functional area? If yes, why?
2. What keeps you in fraternity/sorority life?
3. Are there any additional factors you would like to discuss about your time as a
fraternity/sorority advisor?
Wrap Up
Thanks for taking the time to chat with me today. I want to recap some of the points I heard you
mention today to make sure I have captured your thoughts accurately [recap responses].
Next week, I would like to email you a transcript of this interview for your review along with
some analysis notes. I would appreciate any feedback you might have after reading the
documents, particularly if you have anything to add, correct, or change. I want to make sure the
transcript and my analysis represents your comments fully and accurately.
I’d like to go ahead and schedule our follow up call – can you tell me some dates and times you
are available next week? I really do appreciate your time today and if you have any questions,
please do not hesitate to contact me. Have a great day.
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Appendix J. Interview Guide – Attrition Group
To do prior to beginning recording:
□ Establish rapport
□ Test audio
□ Remind of pseudonyms being used
□ Encourage participants to conduct interviews in places where they feel comfortable and will be
easily heard by the Principal Investigator
□ Remind of right to refuse questions and ability to withdraw a segment of something they said
at any point during the study
□ Update on reading of informed consent verbal agreement directly as is, required by IRB
□ Ready to begin?
Begin Recording - Pre-Interview Script
The purpose of this study is to discuss your experiences serving as a campus-based
Fraternity/Sorority Advisor. This study is being led by me, Viancca Williams, a doctoral
candidate at the University of South Florida. I am the Principal Investigator and am being guided
in this research by Dr. Thomas E. Miller. Other approved research staff may act on behalf of the
Principal Investigator.
Prior to engaging in our interview questions, I’d like to review the participant requirements, time
expectations, and confidentiality and privacy for the study as they appear in the informed
consent. You will be given time to ask any questions you may have regarding the study as we
review this information. The requirements for participating in this study are:
•
You have been employed full-time at an institution of higher education
(college/university) in a direct fraternity/sorority advisor role (meaning 50% of job
responsibilities are directly related to working with fraternities and sororities)
•
You previously worked in a campus-based fraternity/sorority advisor role
professionally for a minimum of two years continuously and have not returned to
such a role since
Do you meet the stated participant requirements?
This study is being conducted at the University of South Florida and you are being asked to
participate in a video conference interview that will be recorded. This study is
supported/sponsored by the Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors. You have also been
asked to respond to an on-line demographic questionnaire which should not take more than 10
minutes to complete and to submit your most recent resume to me within that questionnaire. The
interview today will last about 90-minutes. There will also be a 30 to 45-minute follow-up
interview which will also take place over a video conferencing platform within the next two
weeks. You will receive a copy of the interview transcript and analysis, and will have an
opportunity to review its contents for accuracy. The total range of time expected for this study is
one hour and 40 minutes and two and a half hours. All interviews will be recorded – do you
agree to being recorded? Will you be able to fulfill these expectations?
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You have been given a pseudonym and any other identifying information will be intentionally
concealed. We will do our best to keep your records private and confidential. We cannot
guarantee absolute confidentiality. Your personal information may be disclosed if required by
law. Certain people may need to see your study records. The only people who will be allowed to
see these records are:
•
The research team, including the Principal Investigator, major professor, and
committee members.
•
Certain government and university people who need to know more about the study.
For example, individuals who provide oversight on this study may need to look at
your records. This is done to make sure that we are doing the study in the right way.
They also need to make sure that we are protecting your rights and your safety.
•
The USF Institutional Review Board (IRB) and its related staff who have oversight
responsibilities for this study, and staff in USF Research Integrity and Compliance.
•
Staff members from of the Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors who serve as
the sponsoring/supporting organization.
Your information or samples collected as part of the research, even if identifiers are removed,
will NOT be used or distributed for future research studies. Do you have any questions or
concerns regarding your confidentiality or privacy?
Your participation is voluntary and you may discontinue participation at any time by informing
me you would no longer like to serve as a participant. If your interview has already occurred, I
may request use of that data, but should your preference be to have the data destroyed and not
used in the study, your request will be honored. There will be no penalties or loss of benefits or
opportunities if you do not participate or decide to stop once you start. Your decision to
participate or not to participate will not affect your job status, employment record, employee
evaluations, or advancement opportunities.
We do not know if you will receive any benefit from your participation. There is no cost to
participate. You will be compensated with a $25.00 Amazon gift card if you complete the first
study interview and follow up interview. If you withdraw for any reason from the study before
completion, you will be compensated with a $15.00 Amazon gift card for each study interview
you complete.
For USF faculty/staff only: If you do not want to complete the taxpayer ID form you can still
participate in the study, however if the form is not completed you will not be compensated.
This research is considered minimal risk. Minimal risk means that study risks are the same as the
risks you face in daily life. Sharing your personal experiences may be uncomfortable or painful. I
will aim to make this process as comfortable as possible. Should you need additional support, I
can work with you to locate referrals for a professional counselor in your area. Do you have any
additional questions regarding the informed consent?
With the information provided:
•
Are you comfortable discussing your experiences as a campus-based
fraternity/sorority advisor with me through video conference?
•
Would you like to participate in this study?
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If the participant answers yes to both questions, we will move forward with the interview
questions.
Introduction/Rapport
To begin our time together, I’d like to understand a little bit more about your path into student
affairs.
1. Tell me about the path that led you into student affairs in a campus-based role.
2. When you entered student affairs, what did you believe the work was about? How were
those expectations met? How were they unmet?
3. Consider your graduate preparation program. What factors set you up for success in a
fraternity/sorority advisor role? What was missing? What did you feel completely
unprepared for?
The Work Environment: Needs, Relationships, Professional Development, Work
Conditions, Advancement, and Institutional Practices
I’d like to shift gears and discuss your experience as a fraternity and sorority advisor. In
particular, I’d like to why you went into fraternity/sorority advising and talk though different
factors associated with serving in the role.
1. Out of all functional areas, why did you pursue fraternity and sorority life?
2. When you became a fraternity/sorority advisor, how long did you envision yourself in the
role? Why?
3. What was your desired career path when you first entered the fraternity/sorority advisor
role? What is your desired career path now?
4. Consider your role as a fraternity/sorority advisor. What effect did the following
individuals have on you staying in the role: coworkers, supervisor, students, and
advisors/alumni?
5. Tell me about the working conditions (hours, work schedule, space where you work) you
experienced as a fraternity/sorority advisor? What effect did those working conditions
have on your desire to continue in the role?
6. Have institutional practices and policies had an effect on your tenure as a
fraternity/sorority advisor? How so?
7. Are there are advancement opportunities as a fraternity/sorority advisor? Have you
experienced any advancement as a fraternity/sorority advisor? How did that have an
effect on your decision to remain in the role?
8. What effect has professional development played on your persistence as a
fraternity/sorority advisor? What about mentors?
Factors Affecting Job Satisfaction and Retention
In order to fully understand your experience, I’d like to ask you some questions about
requirements of the fraternity/sorority advisor role and the work environment.
1. What are your values in the workplace? How did being a fraternity/sorority advisor
reinforce those values? How did the role not reinforce them?
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2. What abilities or skills are required to serve as a fraternity/sorority advisor? Tell me how
you match those abilities and skills.
3. What abilities and skills have your employer(s) expected you had to serve in the role?
Were you able to match those expectations? Why or why not?
4. Consider things that reinforce your desire to stay in a professional role. Were any of these
reinforcers present in the fraternity/sorority advisor role? How have these reinforcers had
an effect on whether you stay in the role?
5. What causes you satisfaction at work?
6. Tell me about what causes you dissatisfaction in fraternity/sorority advisor work. Did you
express this dissatisfaction to anyone? What did you do to adjust to this dissatisfaction?
How often did you experience this?
7. Tell me about changes that took place/have taken place during your tenure as a
fraternity/sorority advisor. How did you respond to this change? Have these changes
affected your desire to stay in the role? Why or why not?
Conclusion
I have a few more questions before we conclude.
1. How long into your tenure as a fraternity/sorority advisor did you begin to consider
leaving?
2. Why did you leave the functional area? If you had a choice, would you go back to the
functional area?
3. Where are you working now? How did you land in that role? What keeps you here?
4. Are there any additional factors you would like to discuss about your time as a
fraternity/sorority advisor?
Wrap Up
Thanks for taking the time to chat with me today. I want to recap some of the points I heard you
mention today to make sure I have captured your thoughts accurately [recap responses].
Next week, I would like to email you a transcript of this interview for your review along with
some analysis notes. I would appreciate any feedback you might have after reading the
documents, particularly if you have anything to add, correct, or change. I want to make sure the
transcript and my analysis represents your comments fully and accurately.
I’d like to go ahead and schedule our follow up call – can you tell me some dates and times you
are available next week? I really do appreciate your time today and if you have any questions,
please do not hesitate to contact me. Have a great day.
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Appendix K. Follow Up Interview Guide
Thank you very much for taking the time for us to talk some more regarding your experiences as
a Fraternity/Sorority Advisor today. I appreciated our time together previously and enjoyed
learning more about you. As a reminder, the purpose of this study is to discuss your experiences
serving as a campus-based Fraternity/Sorority Advisor. This particular interview will take
between 30 to 45-minute and will focus on two things: clarifying my understanding of your
experience and providing you an opportunity to assure your experience is captured accurately by
providing feedback on my analysis of our previous conversation. You should have received a
copy of the interview transcript and analysis last week, can you confirm you have received this?
This interview, like our previous interview, will also be recorded – do you agree to being
recorded? For this interview, your pseudonym will also be used and any other identifying
information will be intentionally concealed. Do you have any questions or concerns regarding
your confidentiality or privacy?
Your participation continues to be voluntary and you may discontinue participation at any time
by informing me you would no longer like to serve as a participant. If your interview has already
occurred, I may request use of that data, but should your preference be to have the data destroyed
and not used in the study, your request will be honored. There are minimal risks to participating
in this study. Sharing your personal experiences may be uncomfortable or painful. I will aim to
make this process as comfortable as possible. Should you need additional support, I can work
with you to locate referrals for a professional counselor in your area. Do you have any additional
questions regarding the informed consent?
With the information provided:
•
Are you comfortable continuing to discuss your experiences as a campus-based
Fraternity/Sorority Advisor with me through video conference?
•
Are you still willing to participate in this study?
If the participant answers yes to both questions, we will move forward with the follow up
interview questions.
•

•

Additional probes after reading the transcript similar to the following examples:
o What did you mean when you said…?
o Why do you believe…?
o How did you feel when…?
o Can you elaborate on?
o Can you provide me an example of…?
o I’m having a hard time understanding the following – can you explain it further?
Clarification questions stemming from the demographic and experiences assessment and
the resume such as:
o Tell me more about these responsibilities (insert what I am referring to) found on
your resume. How have these responsibilities affected your role as a
Fraternity/Sorority Advisor?
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•

•
•

o How have any of the professional development and/or professional volunteer
roles you’ve been in have aided your direction in the field?
Follow up questions tied to the theoretical framework constructs and 20 themes from the
Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire such as:
o We haven’t/have in a limited way touched on (insert one of the themes or
theoretical framework constructs) – please tell me a little more about your
experiences with this phenomenon.
What one word would you use to describe your experience as an FSA? Why did you
choose that word?
Is there anything you were hoping I would ask you about that I did not about your
experience as a fraternity/sorority advisor? What would you like to let me know about?

Part of our time today also includes an opportunity for us to discuss the analysis of your initial
interview as I want to make sure I have captured your responses and experience accurately.
• Is the information presented in the transcript accurate?
• What feedback do you have for me regarding the analysis of your interview?
• Is there anything else you need from me to assure the information presented in the data
represents your experience? Is there anything you would like to add, correct, or change?
Once again, thank you so much for your time and for sharing your experience with me. It has
been a pleasure getting to know you. Should you have any questions or concerns following this
interview, please do not hesitate to contact me.
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Appendix L. Interview Questions Map

Research Question
Q1: Why do
individuals become
fraternity/sorority
advisors?

Q2: What are the
characteristics and
experiences of
individuals who have
persisted long-term
in the functional
area?

Initial Interview Questions
Interview Questions
Source
Describe the path that led you to
To gain foundational understanding
become a campus-based student
affairs professional.
Describe your initial understanding
about the components of student
affairs work. As you continued in
the work, how were those
expectations met? How were them
unmet?
Consider your graduate preparation
program. Describe the factors that
helped you succeed in the
fraternity/sorority advisor role.
Consider what knowledge was
missing and items you were not
adequately prepared for.
Why was fraternity/sorority life a
functional area of choice for you?

Silver and Jakeman (2014);
Buchanan and Shupp (2016)

Upon commencement of
fraternity/sorority advisor role, how
long did you believe you would
serve in the role? Why?

To gain foundational understanding

Compare and contrast your desired
career path at the start of the
fraternity/sorority advisor role
versus your current desired career
path.
Describe your needs at the start of
the fraternity/sorority advisor role,
and the evolution of those needs.
Identify whether fraternity/sorority
advisor work currently meets those
needs and any reactions associated
with needs not being met.
Describe the needs your employer
has of you as a fraternity/sorority
advisor and the reasons for whether
needs have or have not been met.

To gain foundational understanding
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Lee and Helm (2013); Silver and
Jakeman (2014)

To gain foundational understanding

Theory of Work Adjustment
Assumption 1

Theory of Work Adjustment
Assumption 2

Describe how the following
relationships have influenced your
retention in the role:
supervisor, coworkers, students, and
advisors/alumni.
Identify how professional
development experiences have
affected your role as a
fraternity/sorority advisor.

What is the role of mentors in your
experience as a fraternity/sorority
advisor?
Describe how working conditions
(hours, work schedule, space where
you work, etc.) have affected your
experienced as a fraternity/sorority
advisor and identify how said
conditions relate to your retention in
the role.
Consider whether advancement
opportunities exists for the
fraternity/sorority advisor role.
Discuss any advancement
experiences and their effect on your
tenure in fraternity/sorority advisor
roles.
Identify institutional practices and
policies affecting your tenure as a
fraternity/sorority advisor and their
effect on your work.

Identify reasons for your potential
attrition from the field.

Q3: What are the
characteristics and
experiences of
individuals who have
not persisted long-

Theory of Work Adjustment – 20
factors from the Minnesota
Satisfaction Questionnaire; Shupp
and Arminio (2012)
Tyrell (2014); Jones and Rivas
(2011); Roberts (2007); Haley,
Jaeger, Hawes, and Johnson (2015);
Tyrell and Fey (2011); McNair,
Miguel, Sobers-Young, Bechtel, and
Jacobson (2013)
Mason (2016)
Theory of Work Adjustment – 20
factors from the Minnesota
Satisfaction Questionnaire; Frank
(2013)

Theory of Work Adjustment – 20
factors from the Minnesota
Satisfaction Questionnaire; Conley
(2001); Frank (2013)

Theory of Work Adjustment – 20
factors from the Minnesota
Satisfaction Questionnaire; Ogburn
and Janosik (2006); . Lunceford
(2014); Jones and Rivas (2011);
Mather, Bryan, and Faulkner
(2009); Association for the Study of
Higher Education (2009)
To gain foundational understanding

Identify reasons for your retention
in the field.

To gain foundational understanding

Describe your needs at the start of
the fraternity/sorority advisor role,
and the evolution of those needs.
Identify whether fraternity/sorority
advisor work currently meets those

Theory of Work Adjustment
Assumption 1
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term in the functional needs and any reactions associated
area?
with needs not being met.
Describe the needs your employer
has of you as a fraternity/sorority
advisor and the reasons for whether
needs have or have not been met.
Describe how the following
relationships have influenced your
retention in the role: supervisor,
coworkers, students, and
advisors/alumni.
Identify how professional
development experiences have
affected your role as a
fraternity/sorority advisor.

What is the role of mentors in your
experience as a fraternity/sorority
advisor?
Describe how working conditions
(hours, work schedule, space where
you work, etc.) have affected your
experienced as a fraternity/sorority
advisor and identify how said
conditions relate to your retention in
the role.
Consider whether advancement
opportunities exists for the
fraternity/sorority advisor role.
Discuss any advancement
experiences and their effect on your
tenure in fraternity/sorority advisor
roles.
Identify institutional practices and
policies affecting your tenure as a
fraternity/sorority advisor and their
effect on your work.

Identify when you began
considering leaving the
fraternity/sorority advisor role.
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Theory of Work Adjustment
Assumption 2
Theory of Work Adjustment – 20
factors from the Minnesota
Satisfaction Questionnaire; Shupp
and Arminio (2012)
Tyrell (2014); Jones and Rivas
(2011); Roberts (2007); Haley,
Jaeger, Hawes, and Johnson (2015);
Tyrell and Fey (2011); McNair,
Miguel, Sobers-Young, Bechtel, and
Jacobson (2013)
Mason (2016)
Theory of Work Adjustment – 20
factors from the Minnesota
Satisfaction Questionnaire; Frank
(2013)

Theory of Work Adjustment – 20
factors from the Minnesota
Satisfaction Questionnaire; Conley
(2001); Frank (2013)

Theory of Work Adjustment – 20
factors from the Minnesota
Satisfaction Questionnaire; Ogburn
and Janosik (2006); . Lunceford
(2014); Jones and Rivas (2011);
Mather, Bryan, and Faulkner
(2009); Association for the Study of
Higher Education (2009)
Theory of Work Adjustment Adjustment Cycle

Discuss the reasons for leaving the
functional area and whether you
would return.

Theory of Work Adjustment Adjustment Cycle

Identify your current work role,
reasons for choosing it, and factors
retaining you in the role.

Theory of Work Adjustment
Assumption 1 and 20 factors from
the Minnesota Satisfaction
Questionnaire
Describe the abilities and skills need Theory of Work Adjustment –
to serve as a fraternity/sorority
Person Construct: Abilities
advisor, how you upheld them, and
whether some were not used during
your tenure.
Q4: What are the
factors that differ
between those who
persist as fraternity
sorority advisors and
those who do not?

Describe your workplace values.
Compare and contrast how the
fraternity/sorority advisor role
reinforces those values.

Theory of Work Adjustment –
Person Construct: Values

Identify the abilities and skills
expected for the role by your
employer. Describe whether you
were able to meet those needs.

Theory of Work Adjustment –
Environment Construct
(Requirements)

Identify what reinforces your tenure
in a professional role, whether those
were present in the
fraternity/sorority advisor role, and
the effect they had on your tenure.

Theory of Work Adjustment –
Environment Construct
(Reinforcers)

Identify your sources of work
satisfaction and how the
fraternity/sorority advisor role
reinforced the satisfaction.

Theory of Work Adjustment –
Environment Construct
(Reinforcers)

Identify your sources of
dissatisfaction in the
fraternity/sorority advisor work,
how often you felt this way, and the
adjustment mechanisms used to
cope with it.

Theory of Work Adjustment Adjustment Cycle
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Describe the most difficult aspects
of the fraternity/sorority advisor
role.

Theory of Work Adjustment – Four
Constructs

Identify changes within the
Theory of Work Adjustment –
institution, department, or within the Adjustment Cycle
fraternity/sorority community while
serving as a fraternity/sorority
advisor, your response to this
change, and how they affected your
retention in the role.
Describe your experience as a
To gain foundational knowledge
fraternity/sorority advisor using one
word.
Identify additional factors affecting
your tenure as a fraternity/sorority
advisor.
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Theory of Work Adjustment 20
factors from the Minnesota
Satisfaction Questionnaire; Frank
(2013)

Appendix M. Document Analysis (Resume Review) Guiding Questions
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

Any full time work prior to graduate degree? If so, what industry?
Did the participant earn a graduate degree? Is so, type?
Did the participant take part in a Graduate Assistantship? If so, what functional area?
How many higher education institutions has the participant worked at?
How many fraternity/sorority advisor positions has the person had?
o Length of time the participant served in each fraternity/sorority advising roles?
o Total number of institutions the participant work(ed) in a campus-based
Fraternity/sorority advisor role professionally.
o Type of institution
o Size of Fraternity/Sorority Community
o Additional details regarding Fraternity/Sorority Community
▪ Did the participant work with local fraternities/sororities?
o What type of responsibilities did each role include?
▪ Council advising
▪ Chapter advising
▪ Policy creation
▪ Fraternity/sorority housing
▪ Management of growth processes (recruitment/intake)
▪ Program creation and coordination
▪ Curriculum development
▪ Assessment
▪ Risk management
▪ Strategic plan development
▪ Fundraising and development
▪ Alumni relations and engagement
▪ Parent/family relations and engagement
▪ Fraternity/sorority specific service learning
o Did any advancement take place?
What type of professional involvement did the participant have while in fraternity/sorority
advising roles outside of the institution?
Any additional accomplishments while in fraternity/sorority advising roles?
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Appendix N. Initial Interview Analysis Template
(insert group) Interview Analysis: (insert pseudonym)
Why student affairs? Why fraternity/sorority life? (insert brief explanation)
Philosophy in fraternity/sorority life functional area: (insert brief explanation)
What student affairs programs don’t prepare you for: (insert brief explanation)
Factors contributing to long-term stay in fraternity/sorority life: (insert codes)
Factors that hinder tenure in fraternity/sorority life: (insert codes)
Abilities and skills needed in fraternity/sorority life advising: (insert codes)
Employer expectations: (insert codes)
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Appendix O. Reflexivity Statement
Where does truth come from?
As I consider where truth comes from, I have realized over time that the context of the situation
can have an effect on what truth actually is. I have not always been that way; it was not until I
became a student affairs professional that I realized that life is not always black and white and
that you’re mostly dealing with gray as you make decisions or make meaning out of life. I will
tell you that realizing this about truth is still confusing and difficult for me to grasp. Consistency
is extremely important to me and being comfortable in the gray sometimes makes me question
my core and whether I am being congruent with my values. However, as I have gotten older,
been in higher education longer, and experienced true political environments, I have settled with
the notion that sometimes what I would do in one situation may not be the best in another type of
situation.
This comfort with gray may have an effect on how I do research. As I seek to find truth, I will
look at my findings from different lenses, which will cause me to want to dig a little deeper and
ask more follow up questions. I need to be very careful with this, as I need to make sure that I am
consistently looking to answer my research questions. I also need to make sure that I spend time
building enough rapport with those I am interviewing before I ask questions that may cause the
person I am interviewing to feel uncomfortable.
What is my background?
Over the last 13 years, I have served as a fraternity/sorority advisor (11 of those years have been
full-time). In this time, I have remained on the same campus and have had an opportunity to
advise the four councils. I have also had an opportunity to work at different levels of the
functional area (from Graduate Assistant to Interim Director) and have experienced
reorganizations in the department (including moving from a stand-alone area to a
multidisciplinary department). Prior to serving as a fraternity/sorority advisor, I worked full-time
in two other roles; the first role was as a Program Specialist for a non-profit focused on diversity
and leadership development and the second role was as a Claims Adjuster for an insurance
company. As I worked in these roles, I learned valuable and transferable skills for higher
education. I also served as a Chapter Advisor for my sorority, which is what eventually led me
into the fraternity/sorority advisor position. I have lived in the same city since I was 11 years old,
am married to my high school sweetheart, and am a mother. While I am originally from
Santurce, Puerto Rico, my nuclear family lives in throughout the United States. As part of my
role as a fraternity/sorority advisor, I believe it is important to stay involved in the functional
area beyond my daily role and as a result, I have gotten involved in different associations and
with national organizations. I believe this involvement helps to keep you knowledgeable in
national trends while also providing new spaces and networking opportunities to help advance
local work. I have also worked on my PhD while working full-time. The lenses I bring to this
role include: mother, wife, doctoral student, sorority woman (and volunteer), not my first career
(and older when I entered the functional area), woman of color, and long-term fraternity/sorority
advisor on the same campus.
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What prompts my interest in this study?
I am particularly interested in this subject for many reasons. First, I have served as a campusbased fraternity/sorority advisor in a full-time for an extended period of time. Throughout this
time, I have witnessed the positive impact Fraternity/Sorority Advisors have on advancing
fraternity and sorority communities as well as their contribution to the retention, graduation, and
career readiness of undergraduate members. I am also passionate about the work and heavily
involved in different opportunities that advocate for the profession and the fraternity/sorority
experience; I want to make sure I continue to contribute to the functional area positively and aid
in the longevity of fraternities and sororities. As a mother and someone who has learned the ins
and outs of the role, I also understands having to navigate different nuances of the position
(including crisis management, late nights, long days, stress, the political implications of working
with this type of community, and the feeling of instability associated with risky behaviors
members of fraternities and sororities engage in) with a personal life. While the interview guide
questions created for the study were based on the literature and theoretical framework, there are
pieces of the research that are also influenced by my experience. Last, due to some personal and
professional factors, I have questioned whether I want to remain in the functional area myself for
the long-term and consequently want to promote solutions that increase the retention of
professionals in the field.
What do I hope to gain from the study?
I want to have the opportunity to advocate for the role more; the individuals in these roles are
highly underpaid, very overworked, and deal with a lot. It’s important to me for this role to be
elevated and given the respect it deserves. I also want to make sure individuals stay retained in
the role and as a result, it is important for me to understand what has led to people staying in the
role long-term and what has led to them leaving the role. Once we isolate reasons for this
particular phenomenon, then I believe we can integrate effective practices. Last, on a personal
note, I want to gain a new perspective for myself; I want to understand the role from other
perspectives in order to figure out ways I can improve and how I can coach those I supervise to
continue improving.
Who am I reporting the results to?
I believe the results of the study will benefit a number of different constituents including the
Association of Fraternity/Sorority Advisors and its members, as AFA serves as a conduit for
advocacy on behalf of the profession. I think the members (and FSAs that are not members) need
the information from my study in order to retool positions and make decisions about their
professional goals and path. This will also help future FSAs understand the role and hopefully
eliminate a misalignment of expectations about the position. I would also like to report the
results beyond AFA to the higher education sector; I think having an understanding of the role
will assist campuses in better equipping the functional area and determining how to best support
fraternities and sororities. Last, those who supervise FSAs needs to be more acutely aware of
what transpires with the role; this will help supervisors better advocate, provide supervision, and
enhance the FSA role in areas such as job descriptions, professional development, and area
strategy.
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My perspectives, biases, and assumptions
First and foremost, the purpose of an FSA is to be an educator. As a result, it is important that
FSAs help students (and those that support them) learn skills outside of the classroom, assist
students in practicing accountability and positive team dynamic skills, and have the ability to
strategically move things forward. I believe the work of an FSA is hard. It is long hours, it is a
lot of difficult conversations, and it can be tedious and annoying sometimes. It is easy to want to
give up, especially in the midst of chaos, conflict, crisis, and political environments. But I also
believe the work is rewarding and fun. When done right, the work can change the lives of
students and can teach them many skills that make them marketable and leaders in their own
fields post-graduation. It is one of the best jobs I have had.
I believe people stay in the field because they have a passion for the work. I think they believe in
the experience and try to find ways to make the experience be transformational despite the
difficulty. Additionally, I think people stay because it is an area they are comfortable in and
don’t feel they’ve finished their work – in essence, they believe there’s more work to be done.
I believe people leave because they get tired of the same conversations, feel unappreciated, are
concerned with their personal wellness, have issues with the political nature of the role; there are
also folks to have to leave the role because of personal reasons (like relocation due to a partner);
I also know this is seen as a transitionary role and some folks in the role may want to move up
higher in fraternity and sorority life.
As I conduct this research, I need to make sure I set aside my lived experience including my
work ethic, the fact that I have a spouse to provide a second income, and my thoughts that this
functional area will help train me for the next step the longer I have been a part of it. I need to
make sure I truly listen and do not pass judgment on what people say to me so that I can find
solutions that will help people stay in this functional area. I also need to make sure as I talk to
people who have made the choice to stay in the field, I do not try to compare my experience to
theirs, as their reasons may be what is more common than my experience. Additionally, because
I am an educator and a facilitator, I have to make sure I put those hats aside while doing research
as well. As an educator and a facilitator, one of the things I do is help people learn about
themselves and others through self-reflection. Then, I link their reflection to concepts; this has a
tendency to lead the person to realize a particular concept or outcome. While I conduct research,
I really need to check myself and make sure that I am not asking leading questions or work too
hard to help those I am interviewing find the answer. I need to make sure I am patient and I am
not putting desired outcomes on the interview.
What do I know?
Currently, I understand the nuances of the role and certainly understand my lived experience
with the role (having promotional opportunities, participating in professional development,
having prospects for differing job responsibilities, good benefits, and flexibility in hours – these
are all things that keep you in the role). I also understand, based on other research studies for
student affairs professionals that people leave as a result of different factors including a lack of
wellness, low pay, long hours, and a misalignment of expectations. Studies on retention (which
are few) focus on professional development provided, mentoring, being provided perks in the
position, and being trusted in the role are all reasons for people to stay in the position.
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How do I know what I know?
I have learned what I know through my lived experiences and through the literature review
process.
What shapes and has shaped my perspective?
My perspective has been shaped by the experiences I have had with the role and within higher
education. It has also been shaped by the literature I have read and informal conversations I have
had with colleagues who currently have the role or have left the role.
With what voice do I share my perspective?
I recognize that part of the voice I show this perspective from is my own, but I also believe that
by doing this study, I am using the voices of those included in the study and perhaps even those
who are not but have help previous conversations with me or the participants.
What do I do with what I have found?
What I plan to do with what I find through this study is accurately paint a picture of the role, find
ways to advocate for the position, and focus on strategies to keep individuals in the role. I plan to
do this by publishing results, presenting on the subject, and trying to find ways to incorporate
this knowledge into publications. I also want to incorporate this into a potential career as a
faculty member in a Higher Education/Student Affairs program.
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